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CHI.LI> CARE STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 

■ 

V WEDKESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1975 

IIB. Senate, X 

^ . , CoMMttTEE ON FlXANCEp 

' ' < W'asMngtony D.C . 

^ The committee rnei, pui-snant to notice, at 10:10 a.in., in roopi 2221, 
Dirkseri SenJite Office Building, Senator Ru&sell B. Ix)ng (chainntin), 
't>residing. ^ * « . ' - 

Present: Senators Long, T^linadge, Jlondale, Cu'rti^^^Roth. Jm, 
_ *%an<iBixfck. * ^: • 

.*t ^ The Chairman. This hearing w*iircome to order. 
^ Staffing standards for child care funded nnder the Sociul Security 
Act, havx been written into the^ law and xegiilations which were orig- 
inally, scheduleil to go intO'elTect on the fii^^of Oct<)ber. It became 
qlear that* in many caseii those'st&idards were not ^oing to be laet. 
Just y.esterday, House and Senate conTeri^s--iv^H:ced^to postpone the 
^effective date of the jjtandards for 4. months. Hirwcn'^'; it 4saiot.i:he 
intention of the Senate lonferees to^. wait until next January .K^r^ 
acting. ^ ' ' * e . '^-^'1.;. 

, In today's hearing we^vill hear the pT^^m^^-of rnrift us wit nesses^ 
A^ncenling child care stamRg starulardb. One prupobal pending befonT 
, tm* committee is a bill intromi^e<lby me and Senator Mondale. ,This 
bill wo\ild make additional funds^availableito the State-s, tind it \^ould 
^iTpipvide Jnci^ntivCvS for the hiring ^of welfare recipients in meeting 

* the higher staffing-reqwren^fttsr-^: — ^.^^ 

Since we have scheduled a iuimber of witnesses to testify, I am going 
Jo"*^ repeat our request that witnesses limit their oml remarks to 10 
inmutes each. In fact, I am going to stress the fact tli'at each witness 
must limit the tinie of his Remarks to 1(V minutes. The timer will be 
set to ring at the end of the IQ^iyinutes. When speaking in^nels, 
. wititesses sh?5uld limit their oral remarks, to 5 minutes caclL 

[The press release annonncyng this hearing and the bill S. 2425, 
follo^ " 

(!•) 





FOR IMMEPIATE RELEASE 
October 2, 19 75 



OMMITTEE ON^VINANCE 
ITED STATES 'SENATE ^ 
Z227 Dirkseix Senate Office Bldg. 



FINANCE COMMITTEE SETS HEARINGS , 
ON CHILD CARE STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 

The Honorable Russell B. Long (D. -La.), Chairman of the 
Senate Committee qx\ Finance, announced today that the Committee 
will hold hearings on child care staffing requi remej^ts under 
^e^dcial Services Amendments of 1974, ^ 

The he2cr:ij[ias will be held on Wednesday, October f, ISIS ', 
3.0:00 a.m.VinRtfom 2221, Dirksen Senate Office Buildj.ng . 
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The*Chainnalfr^tated: "The Social Services Amendments 
of 19T4 se<; certain specific staffing requiirements for chi^d ^ 
care programs funded under the Social Security Act. The 
question of wha.t are the proper staffing standards for child* , 
care hak been debated for a number o"f years, and it is a 
question on which there are a variety of strohgly-held positions. 
But It IS quite clear that the new ' standards have not been met 
by October Ist." ' -i . * ^ * 

The Chairman noted that the Committee on October 1st 
had approved an amendment to delay enf orceijient o'f the new standards 
for one month, until November 1, 1975. 'I'he purpose of this delay 
was to allow the Committee time to consider proposals to deal 
with the new Staffing requirements. ' 

The Committee has pending before it a bill <S. 2'42^5) 
sponsored by the Chairman and Senator M6ndale (D. Minn.) wThich 
would provide additional Federal funds for child care and would 
provide incentives for providers of child care to hire velfare 
retcipients m meeting their additional staffing, needsr Tbe 
hearing will concern this and other proposals for dealing with 
the new staffing requirements. 

Requests to testify, . — Senator "Long advised that witnesses' 
desiring to testify dura.ng this hearing must*make their request 
to testify to Michael JSterri, , Staff Director, Committee oa- Fmcmce, 
2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 20^0, 
not later than Monday, October 6, 1975 . Witnesses will^be^ 
notified as soon as possible after this cutoff date its -t6 wWen 
they are scheduled to appear. Once the .witness has been advi%ed 
of the •date of his appearance, it will i^tr-^ie^ossible f^r \this 
date to be changed. If. for some reasort ^the 'witttess is \inabie 
to appear on i±e date scheduled, he may fil^ a ^written sjta^ment 
for the record of the hearing m lieu of a personal appear^roet 
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Consolidated testimony . --Senator Long also stated 
that the Committee arges ail witnesses who have a common posi-r 
tion or with ^he same general interest to coosoiidat^ their 
testim ony and designate a sxnqle' spolc^sman to present their 
common viewpoint: orally to the Committee . This procedure will 
enable the Committee to receive a wider expression of views than 
It might otherwise obtain. Senator Long urged very strongly 
that all Witnesses exert a maximum effort, taking into account 
the limit,^,^advahce notice, t6 consolidate and coordinate their 
statement6^>\'', ^ ^ ■ . 

Legislative Reorganization Act . —In this respect, 
observed that the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended, .requires Jail witnesses appearing^ before the Cora-' 
mittees of Congress "to file in advance written statements of 
their proposed testimony, ahd to limit thfeir oral presentations 
.to brief summaries of, their argument*." ^ - 

Senator Long *stated thatJ^n light of this* statute 
ahd ih view of the large number of witi^esses who desire to 
appear before the Committee in the limited time available 
' for the hearing, all witnesses who are scheduled to testify 
must comply with the 'following rules : ^ * ' , 

« • - * ' 

(1) A copy of* the statement must be f iled 

by the clofie of business October 7, 1975* 

(2) All witnesses must include with their^ ^ 
^ . ♦ written statement a summary of the • 

principal points included in_the 
statement . 

*. (3) The written statements must be typed on 

letter-jsize paper (n«t legal ^i»ze) and * & 
» ' at least 50 copies must be submitted . 
before the beginning or 'the hearing, 
' » ■ ' * ' « ^ 

. • , (4> Witnesses kre not to read their written 
, statements to the Committee, but are to 

confine their ten-minute oral presentations 
' to a summary of the points included in. 

the statement/ * 

Is) Not morW than ten minutes will ]?e allowed 
, for, the oral summary. Witnessed who fail 
. to comply with these rules will^forfeit ^ 
, their privilege to testify ^ ^ 
* ' * ' * * >. * 

' Wtitt.en* statemei^ts .— Witnesses who are not scheduled 
for oral .•pgces^tation , and . others who desire to. present their 
views to- the COs^aittee , are ur^d to prepare a written state- 
ment for submiss^Q^and inclusion in" the printed record of the 
hearings- The^e wr*|b<en st4ten^nts Should be submitted to 
Michael Stern^^Staf T DiHctor'i t^ommittee on Fincince , Room 2227 
Dirks en Senate Or&ice' Buila^Sftji^ rtot later than Friday, bctober 17 
1975, ' . 
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* ^ IX Tifl-: SJPIXATK.OF TJjR.rXin':i)^STATKS ^ 

^ Su^J KUUKi: J!) (K-'ffi^latiNo dav ^ J^kitkmbkk 11). 19^ 

Ml Ii<>\ii (foi liiiiiK'lf ftnil Mr. MoM)Ai.h) lutrodiirod the 'following bill; 
wliioh wiis n';tvr twKH' and u'feriod to the ("oniniittocion Kiiiaiice 



Tj> fmilitatf lnul cHi'ouraire the implciiinitation M SlaU's_ of 
» ^ rjiiUl (lay care ^ciWce^ projimnw (•oruhuted piiiMiau't to 

title JCX of the SiH'Uil »S'cunty Act, juul.to proiuoto^ the ] 
c '^c<ni)lo\*inent of wcjfare recipieutv in the i»i:oviNU)n (if child 

... ' ^ . . ^ 

Ih-kif ntfwM hif fhv ^viini\\ (tad Home of Rvpresenki- 

* fc 

• Vo (Ircs^ojUK rni{V(i Stnfc.^of Amvricfi in Congress (mmhkfL 

♦3^"^^ 'H^i^t * (nt) ftic"( 'on^riV^s finds aiul ih'diHTs— \ ' 
»^ '4 'H) '^^^^^^ Social Services Aiuoiidmciits f)/J5)74 sot 
5 staiubnls (or chihl care under the Social Security ^ct which 
<• - ij wiir^^t^quiie nuuiy>i(Jiil(l- (^nrc provideji^; to ,Mi])stniitially in- 
7. create thcJi\siatToviM* existing Jovels:. , * ; 
• '""s^^^ (-) That' in siuji ca^^conipliaiicc wijh^^ 

• /""'^ ^ * • ^ . . * . 

'> ' > ' * • 
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I will require a Mikslanlial inciva^c in \\\v \n'VH*ni lv\v\ of 
2-^ oxptMuliiuiHN Un' child care ; tiiul 

3 , ' (•>) ''i'^J^^ adecjuate tuiAIiufir to nieet tlie>e additional 

4 ehild nua* expeiulilure^ reijuirVd In the Serial {Services 
r, Anicndnu'ntjiwt Iilt4 i> not |ne>cntly available. 

* {) {])) It i> theicforc the puppose ottliis Sri to providi* the 
7 additiouaM'iuuliuji wliich will, make po>Mblo the. inipleineiUa- 
t^^tJion ot tho new child care >tandardN ^\ifll()ut c>cverelv cnrlail- 
<) 'inj;Jlie.availal)ility ol child care services. 
1(1^ * Si:('. 2. Xot\vitli>t{nuling» any {mm- provi^ioir (?l law. no 

II Fedt'i^l fniids to \v[uch a Stale i^ otherwise* entitled, with 

' i \ . > ' ' 

12 ' aspect I'O e\pi'nditurc> made dnnng*the <'ajen(lar qnauter 

13 emliug Docend>er 31, 11)75, mklei' title I\\or title IJ^X of the 

1^* Social Security Act, shall he withlield or denied on account 

15 of failure 'comply with any re(iniremen(s imposed hy ^^ec- 

\\m 200J(ii) (9) of >uch A^t^, siuy regiH^iou.s pronnilgtited 
* * " . ^ 

•^tliert'uuder. or h\ se(*ti(»n (f) of the Social SlTvices Amend- 
• jj . ^ ^ « 

l« ments()f , ' . f 

1^) Skc. ) for purpo>e> id' title XX of tbc Social Secu- 

20 nt\ Act, the aVnoimt of^tln^Aiinitafion {inv||^>>ed by' seVtion 

-I "inu-J (a) {'2).oi MU'li ,\v[) whidv is apnficaWe t(r iiji.v.Staje 

. 22 for any fi>cal yviu, nhall be deemed to b(,' iMpial to ^yhic4^evey 

2^ ()f tfie /ollowinf;: is the Ifsser : r ' ' ^ 

24,^ (I) 'an amount" cqnul to 120 per centum of the 



1 * aiuoimt of liiuitatiou for >ucii year (as dettMiniiuMl 

2 wiflipnt regard mdiis.section) , or 

.3 ' (2.f an ainomit equal to (\) 100 per een turn of 
sudi limitation'^ for Mjch year (as dotenained '^vitlu>ut 
regard to tlii> Noction) < pl"^ (1>) aii ahrount oquaho the 
g\ <\\\\\ of (i) per mituni of the total amount of oxpoiid- 
itiires (I) whieh are made during ^ueli fi^al }W in 

8 (•(MMiectioa witlbthe provision of any eliild day uire-^^^i'v- 

9 ice, and (IIJ with respeet to which payment is author-X 
i/.cd to he nmde to the' State under such title for such 
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11 tisnd \-ear,'and (ii) t|ie ajjpTgal^tlie anumiits of the 
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inixwUr made hv ilie State during ^uchTisnd year, to 
\^ , which dre. |)n)vi^ionX<f subsection (cj-^ ) v^re appli- 

14 ^c4iMe. 

15 \ The lY'deral fun(ls .which ^hWvonie pay* 



16 ahle to aik State*f<>r^iiy*lW'a)\vear h.^ reason 1)f^e pruvi-^ 

17 i^ions i.subseetioU (aYha^j^, to the maxiniuni\ext^it that 

18 .the Sta((yletenniiu-s' <(Ai>e foasihlc, he employed in \;ueh ft 

19 wav aN to iia-reaNC tlie employment of welfare recipients and 

20 (»ther low-income perMm^ inj'oh^ related to the i)rovision 

21 of child day care servicef^. ^ • 0 

22 ((•) ( 1 ) Sul)ject to parajrruph ('J ) , snnis granted, during 

23 any (piarter. hy^a State to a qnahfiod provider of ehild day 
'24 care wvices (fis 'defined in parajffaph ) with rK^pect 
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I U) mv ijY more cliild day care farHitic^ of ^nvh pn^idcV sliall 
•) 1)0 di'cnu'd. for purposes of lillo XX ol the .Sorial Sci iiritv 

0 \l Alt, to (oiiNtituti^ i\\p('iulitnri's nrndc l>\; tlic State, in accoril- 

4_ aiHT witlitlu- injiiiri'mi'iifs and ('(Miditioiiv iinpovcd \n ^wvh 

T) Act. for till* piovivion ol ^iTvi(T>^ diriHteil At one or more 

() of till' iSmU M't lortli in rhui^iN (A) tJinmi;!i (K) ol tlii' 

7 liM sentome of Miction 2()()2(a)(I) of such .?it. With 

8 rr.N])r*rt to ^uiiis t<^ wliiili tlii' ])ri'ct'din»j: >cntniiT ^jippliialdi' 

9 (aftiT a])pliration of tlie provision^ 'ol ])ara<jj|^di (2)), 
IQ thr fignrr "To", aV^rofitaiiU'il Jn the first vSentiMiiT of M'rtion 

II 2i)02 (a)ll) of siich Ai't. shidi he itemed to read. 'MOO". 
12 (2) Tlie ])r()\nsioMs of parafrmjd) (1) slmll uot 

' 13 ftppllcabjc — ' ' \ * 

*14 ' . ^ ' (;V) to t\i\' jliMoimt, if any, hy wliieli tlu\ ajr^jrepite 

la \lie (a>^ desiTil)od in snelj ])ara<»:raph| jrrauted 

16 ' ihirinjr mv I.KVal year exi eed^ tlie aiuouiit hy "wl^J^'li sueli 

17 State's iir^iitatiVn W referred to [n suhseetio}^ ) U 
*18 inereased pursuant \l(> ^nch sul)seelii)u for suelj ^iseal 

19 year, and 

Of) (d)) to the aiiiount, if anv, 1)V wliidi^tlie aggre^jate 

21 of die sums (i\s deserlhed in pnrajiraph (1)) granted 

22 ti> part1euh\r iiuaUfied providi^r of rhihl day earo 

23 ' services, during any taxahh* year of such providor, ex- 

24 ceeds an amount e(pud to 400 ])er(TUt of tlio aniomit of 

25 the taxM'redit wliicli/is al]<>\<*al)le to s:neh *provider%r 



1 < the taxable ycin- nuivf section 40 of the Internal Rev- 

2 'eiine. Code X>( 1954 (or tht» ^ainount of a payment in 

3 , , |ieu of credit under section oOA (c) of such Code) with 

4 ijjespect to, the Federal welfare recipient ertiploynicnt 
incentive expenjscs for individuals employed by such 

G {l^^ovuler in johi? 'related to the provision of child day ] 

7 cil^Cy services in the .facility ^r facilities with re,spect to' 

8 ' which such sums were granted. , 

9 {'^) .For purposes of this guhsection. 'the term ^Spiali- 

\ ^ 

•10 Red pi^vidcr of child day eare sen* ices'*, when u.>cd in refer- 
^ • fl cnee to a recipient of it^^i'ani i>J' a Sjate, includes a pn)vider 

\ • ^ .V- . ^ ■ 

t2 of^^nch smiees oidy if, of thi? total number of childreu re- 
lo •ceiving such ^er^iee^ from Mich provider in ,the fa^'iht}' witli^ 

14 respect to* which the grant is made, at U^ist 30 per centum ' 

15 iVt'^V^^ir^jf baye some *^)r all of the eostis for the chil^ da}' care 
IG. /r^/<i*^'^ S()>furuisbe(l to thcni by su^i provider paid for under 
17 ^th^ Spate's services* program eonduct^l pursuant to tithj 

^ IS of the Social Security Act., " 

V.) i (*^) ( 0 ^he administration of title XX of the Social 
. •>() Socuritv Act, the figtire '*7i>'\ as contained in tbt* first scn- 
<2i tcncc'of sectio!) 2002 (a,) (1) of such Act, ^hjill, subject to 
22 para'gniph * (2) be deemed to read "60" for purposed of 
•r)^ iipplyiiig such ^ontenees to expenditures ivjadc by a State 
24 the*provision,of chijd day Qare service's. * 

* 25 ^ (2) The total amount of tho Feclpral .Jj^iymcnts which 



1- laav be paid^to any State* for aiii* fiscaLvoar under title ;XX 

2 (►f the SKK-ial Security .Vi'^ ^'^yh the, application of tlu' provi- 

3 >ions 0? pini^nipll (I), ^llall mt excoed au 'iimount 

4 to the excess (if any) of — / . * 

5 ^ (A) the anioiint by which such Stated liniitation 
0 (a^ refeVrcd to in snl>M'cti(m (a)) is increased pursiunit 
7 to such subsection for ^uch fiscal year, over 

S ^ (E) the aggreo^te of the amounts of the frrants. 

[} made by the St^ite during Mich fiscal year, to which the 
10 provisions of sub^cctioi^ '(o) (1) are applicable. / 

.11 ' (e) 111 applyin<? the provisions of panigrapli (1) of 

12 subsection (a) o*f thi^ section with nspect to Ihc fiscal year 
i^duig June 30. ;97G. thf* figure *'120" shall bo deemed 

14 to be 10".. /, ' ' 

15 Si'M?. 4, (a) Section ;^0A of tlic Intcrnjil Eev^'uuo Code 
IB of lf)r>4| (relating to^anionnt of credit^ fin* work |incentive pro- 
IT gram exp<ensi^) h anjended — 

18 - (l)'by strikiujr out subsection (a) (0) and insert- 

19 /•/ ing ill lien thereof flfj^-follinvmj 

20 ''(G) *Jji:^tITATIO\ Wmr^^VKCT TO OKKTAl'y 
^2 ' * "(A) XONUrSlNKSS ElilOIULIC EJIPf.OYICRS.— 

23 \ Notwithstanding ptHnT5!^aj>n ( 1 J , the credit allowed 
24 

25 lent employment in^K^ve^xpeiises pard or in- 




bv section 40 with rQ^Wl7<^^ welfare rccip- 
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j! cijrred l)y the faxpnyer during the taxable, year *to 

2 » an eligible^ einpluyee services are iio^t^per- 

o ' . '•'formed in coijneetioii with a trade or business of tlie 

. ^ " • - . . . . - 

4 taxpayer shall not exceed $1,OOQ. 

') '*{B) Child day care services Ivligii^le 

(; ^ EMPLOj'EKS.—Xotwithstandiiig, paragraph (4), the 

V 7 * credit allowed by sectioa ^0, with rtspect to Federal 

8 . welfare lieeipieat employment .incentive expenses 

9 ' , paid or incurred by the (iixpayer during the taxable 

10 , year aireligible employee whose services are pe^ 

11 fQiljaed'in connectio!i with a child'day care services ' 

12 , program, conducted by the taxpayer^,, ^hall , not 

13 . exceed ST,O00.", and , * " * : , ^ 
1*^' . , ' (2) Ixy adding at the end thereof the following new 
1j> .subjection :«» 

16 ' ' " (e) Pay^mf^s't in Lieu of Credit to T^vx Exempt 
3< Organizations.— 

18 ' {^\ OKNKRAL.— In the case of a State, any 

1^ politlcaL subdivision thereof^ any *t)rngniza4ion de- 

?P / seri))edMn section 501(ic)y which is exempt fr<iin tax 

21 linder srction'501 %^the taxable year, the Secretary 

22 shnll pjiy to each srfcir.goVerninent, suhdivisibn, or or- 

2il ^ ganization whicli files a form during the calendar year 
« ' 

24 in the form, manner, and at the tiino prescribed' by 

25 the Secretary or liis delegate by regulations, an nmount 
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detehuined under paragr/ipli/(2)*. The J^ecretliry shijl . 
.make Miclupayiiicnf a> soon as po^sil^lo after, 11^ receipt " 
of such torth. . ^ ' ' * 

> ''(2) Amount OF.rAYNrKNT.— The amount pay- 
able 10 a State, >ubdivisioii, or (U'<^imizati5n (hereafter^ 
referred to as 'tax exempt .entities'), under sivbseciion (a), 
for' the calendar year ylialH)|e equal t^i^the amount of, 
credit which such tax e\eni])t.entij|ies would, if they were 
liable for tax under this chapter.i^allowed under s^Jc- 

tion 40. determined under seeti(aL«). r)ljA ai\d r)OB dis- , 
* . > / ■ • . « 

regarding, parajrraplif (2) throujjh {:)) of >eetion 50A^; 

(a^'^ft^r Federal/velfrtre rccqnent eluploynHiit uicentive 

expen^e^ paid or iucnded by sucl> entity duruig such 

year to "an eligible employeii^ who^e seryicesjuv. per- 

foriye.d in eonueotion ^it}\ a *-hild A(ty carp services pro- 

•^rain of such entity;. . 

! "(^3)' Ekpaymext.— If an "entity ^Yhich receives 
a payipeut under paragmplu '(1 ) Inke^ any actron 
which would result in an increase Af \i< tax -under 

^ subsecrlon (c) * or |d) 'of scnlipn r)OA if ^uch enjity 

were liable. f(\r tax under this chapter, tlien sAelventity 

slmll be liable; to the Secretary (^r his delegate for an 

,itmount eqiial to 'the iiicreasod a-iiK^uirt,^! -tax whiclj 
\ ^ 
would be iniposed under snVh subsections. ^ je^ 
* * * * ^ 

"(4)- ThIUTMKXT \\S bVKKPAYMlvNT OF lUX — 



1 VoY [)i\r[)o>v> of any law of tlu; Unitctl States, iiicludiug 
section '101 of the Trea>ury Departuielit Appropriation 

3 Act of 1950, any payment made under tlii.^ section 

4 ^shall \w considered to l)c a refund of ovei payluent 
oj^^^^^'^tlie tax imposed under this chapteij/', * ' « , ^ 
r (J)) Section 'fiOB (a) (2) of such Code (rejating fo 

^7 ^delinitions: N]KH-iaL nde.s) is amended to r(*«ul'as ^jlUnvi: 

8 ' l^tn'iNm'()Ns.~l^)r pin'p<N(^'i>^^ 

9 , tbc*terni Tedt*ral welfariU^e^^ entploymont ineen- 
10* %'tive^e.\pt1'ise:s' means the apiount of wages paid or? 
IXy'-'^^incjircred hv the liixpayer "for >ervic-e>* rendered to the 
12 taxpayer hy an' ehgihle employee— v , *^ 
IB • '^(A)'heforeJiiiv 1, I97(), on - ■ . 
1-1', - , ♦ (B.) in the case ot an ehgihie eniph)yec who.se 
15 , ser\:ice.s' are perfonmMl in ebnnectioir with a child 
U> dnv care >erviees program of tVie taxpiiyer, before 
IT ^ .y[tmi(try 1. 1981/;. ^ , ^ ' 

'(e)/The amendments mad^e hy this section with re- 
19 spi'ct to Kedera[ welfac^ .v^'cipient emp|nv»ni*iH jucenjive 
24)- expenses pAid or ' Incurred" hv ''f lie' ta;;paver to a)i (^li<iflhlA 
'Ul ertiployee who.so >ervice>'ir're' j>erJ[onned in coinjectioii with a* 

22 ^-hihl d^iy (are sm'vjces •l)r<*grani of. the taxpayer shall apply 

23 to Mu-h expenses pafid oi' incurred hrn taxf'ayer to an,eligii)le 

24 .eriipUiy^'c. whom, sncli^ fnx]V}iyc4* hires afTor S^^ptlMulu'^v \\(\ 



* The Chairman. Our fii-st witness this morning, is the Honorable 

Dewev Burtlett, Senator from Oklahoma, v ' 

Senator Bartl^t? ^ . . « x • ^ i 

- "S^enatoi- .5IoxpALE. Mr. -Chairman; cpuld I 3ust make some bnef 

jremartet ^ ^ ^ ' 
The CxrAmMAX. Yes. , ^: , , i • 

• Senator Mondale. iln Chaimian, I commend the chairman for the 
introduction of this measure which I think is a very .statesmanlike 
^ray to deal with a vei7 tou^rll, and compl ica-ted— ^ 

The Chairman. Whei-e did f ha^electronic device come from? Wherb 

istliatnulio? " " ' , • i i.u 4. u 

I^t me instruct the staff to find where that thnig is and see that it 

is removed from this iwm^ » . / 

Please go ahead. - . , , • i mi i 

Senator J^IoxDALE. The problem that the chainnans bill seeks to 
. deal ^ith is the difficult problem of r(icoiicil)ng the need for d^ cure 
for Americans who .wish to Mprk.with the problems of safety ^nd^ 
^caro in the development of chiWren who would othenvise ha^^e their 
parents with |hem. . . , . ' i S ^ ^-p 

The measure is a good one, and it is based upon a whole range ot 
testimony that has been takei^ before this committee; and other com- 
mittees over, several years, these standards are the result of several 
debated' and votes on the Senate iloor and have been adopted over-, 
whelmingly on, more than one occasion, and were adopted as well by 

the House. ^ - . , r 1 • +1 ^ 

I am pleased that amon^^ those supporting the Ix)ng proposal is the 
\FLr-CIO, and I hava a letter from Mr. Biemiller that I .would like 
inqluded in the record at this po*int, strongly endorsing the Long 
proposal. » ^ V f ' 

A>iERICAN FEDERATION' OP I>ABpR, 

•Congress ok Industrial Organizations, * 
Washington^ B.C., October 6, 1975. 
Hon., Walter F.-MoNDALE, ' ' ' ] ' ' '= 

,Ruif8en0fflce,BuiUling. . , . • 

Washingtony D.C, ' -.^ ^ aJt nrr^, 

' Dear Senator Mondale: I'm writing to convey 
for S. 2425 introduced by you and Senator ^^^^^ 
to y^i oMr Berloua boncem over the possible delay or 7«»^eni"ff of th^^^^^ 
fevel o.f chiUl-stafr ratit>s roqulred in d^y care centers funde<ninder Title X^fe of 

' ^^f^AFL^CiO beU^^^^ that Sr2425^xvill do much to= facilitate a^nd encourage 
the implementation by the states 0; tUe standards n^KM>ssary for the protectlQ-h 

""^^e^commend you'^ffd Senator Long for taiiln|i the lead In working toward 
the solution of thl« long-standing problem. > 

. Sincerely -yours. . ^ ■ . • / ^^^^^^^^ j biemiller. 

' , ' ^ ) Oiv<^tor, Department^ of Legislation. - 

.Senator Monitalk.. I would like to conclude by reading; a letter I 
^ veceiv.ed this morning from the Commissioner of Institutions of the 
State of Kew. Jei-sey, which I think points out the economic implica- 
tions of this- \vh6l(; effoi-t. 

Under the New .Tersey Title. XX program, 12.600 heads of households were 
freed foV employment estimated at $65 mHllon per year; .5.C00 persons were 

\ ' ^• ' 

^ • . > ^ . ! ■ • 
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employed in tlfose centers «'afniiig $22 ;nilll<in a year; and 10,700 families 
formerly on AFDC are now en)|>lu>'e<l. reducing welfare payments by nearly 
$20 million. \ 

^ And she further notes: 

I note th^^utary eflfect of this proposal to provide employment at day care 
centers fCFMhe AFDC population. 

This is a strong letter of endorhoment frdn the State of New Jersey, 
and I would like that to l)te in tlio record at this point. 

The ChAirmax. That will l)e inserted in the record, 

I would Ijko to read it, because I have not seen it previously. I am 
pleased to hear about that. ' 

[The letter referred to follows :] 

State or New Jerset, 

DEPARTMKi^T OF INSTITUTIONS AKD AGENCIES, 

< Trenton, NJ., Octoher 6, 1975. 

^ Hon. Walter F. Mondale. 
V.8. Senate, 

Wttshinffton, D.C. ^ . , 

Dear Senator Mondale. I write to record Xew Jersey's enthusiastic support 
for S.2425. In an rttmosphere where there is talk of reduping the percentage of 
federal financial participation for social services or of reducing state aUocations, 
your and Senator Long's proposed amendment to Title XX of the Social Security 
Act is extremely welcome new.s. ' • * . 

Under Governor Byrne's direction ^nd leadership, my Department has given 
its highest priority to an expansion of social services eligible for federal financial 
participation and the New Jersey Tiegislature ha.s appropriated additional state 
funds where necessary to help finance the local, share. New^ Jersey's expansion 
program has already progressed to the point where, in hut a few months, it will 
hit the current federal ceiling for New Jersey of $87.7 million ruling out further 
expansion and requiring the hackward «tep of funding inflation out of current 
budgets. This would mean a ^rop in services. Over one-third of oun effort is 
for child day care, and it has l)een in this program sector where New Jersey has 
registered its most dramatic gains. In barely four years since its inception, 
federally subsidized day care in New Jersey now reaches over 27,000 children. 
• Both the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements and our own stringent 
state licensing standanl.s have been adhered to along the way. ' . 

But as proud as we are of our record to date, we muiu'fnce^^he recognition 
that we meet ^ar less than 10 percent) of the need for child^n^ care services. 
Right now over 300,000 children, ^ligibTfe for federally subsidized day care, cannot 
receive it. nearly, therefore, a bill such as yoUrs which would eafmark additional 
federal funds for child day care is precisely what is»needed. 

With respect to those New Jersey residents , who are fortunate enough to be 
enrolMl in federally subsidized pre-^school day care, our studies have showp 
that 682 percejt of the famiUes haVe all adult members either working or in 
education or trajning for employniet|t. Of tlip balance (31.8 percent) the vast 
majority of families have severe problem situations in their homes prominent 
among which are alcoholism, mental retardation, child abuse or neglect, severe 
physical or mental illness or major family conflict necessitating day care services 
for the children. Accordingly,, it is jclear that the Ck)ngressiotial inteit for the 
Titles IV-A and XX 'programs has been met by New Jersey's employment of 
its federal funds. • ' , , . \ 

Thus, New Jersey is j^ble with it^* existing federal kllocntion to reak barely 
10 percent of its population jn nej^d for day care services and, secondly, the 
federally subsidized services it*does provide are directed at precisely theipriority 
jwpulatjous set by the Congress. I want to make a third point as well, which 
i*< rimt day care has extremely positive and calculable economic consequences to 
society. For exapiple. because of Ne\v Jersey's program to date. , 

(1) 12,aS0 heads pf household were freed for employment estinmted at $05.0 
million iK»r annum, without taking into account associated multiplier effects of 
direct employment dollars being si)ent and taxes being paid : 
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(2) 5,540 persons (a larger member of paraprofess^onals) have been employed 
as teachers, teachers* aides, trainees and technicians Jn day care centers earning 
$22.8 million per annum ; and -^^^^ 

(3) 10,764 families formerly on AFDC are now employed, thereBy reducing,^ 
welfare ^ymen ts by $19.4 million per atjpum. (I nite that the salutory effect 

of S. 2425 would be to provide employment at day oare centers for the AFDC 
population.) ■ * j 

All this has been possible for a federal Investment In day c'are In New Jersey ^ 
of less than $30 million per danum. It Is an Investment which has pald off Itand- 
somely. , j 

We shall watch the progre^ of S. 2425 with great Interest and if I or James 
G. Kagen, the Director of th^ Department's Division pf Youth and Family Serv- 
ices, can assist with backup {material or testimony 
do not hesitate to call upoipu^. 

Once again, we in New Jersey are very grateful foj* 
Sincerely, . 



o r In any other way, please 
• your support of day care. 



The Chairman'. If th^re are no further stat 
will now hear from Senator Dewey Bartlett. 



STATEMENT OF HON. I)EWEY F. BARTLETT, 

THE STATE OF OEXAHOtoA 



Senator Baktustt. Mr. Chairman, thank yov 



Ann Klein, 
Oommi98ioner, 

ments at this point, we 



A U.S. SENATOR FROM 



very miich. 



I have with me a statiBinent by Mozoll Housit to the Senate Finance 
Committee on day carejegislation. She is hen , and she is repi^esentins 
Nell Nalo and Jean Glajsgow, Oklahoma day care center operators, and 
I would ask unaniniou^ consent that it be placed in the record. I think 
it is very ipertincnt anc^ very helpful to the co ninittee. 
The CiiATRMAN.*^Wit|hout objection, agreed, 
[Tlic statement ref eijred to follows :] I 

Statement by Mozell Hauser to the Senate Finance Committee on 
DAT Carb Legislation 

J^am Mosiell Houser, owner and director of the Village Play School in Okla- 
homa City. Our school Is licensed by the clfy, county, and State for IGO children, 
ages six months through six years. 

I am a graduate of tlie University of Oklahoma and hold the American (AMS) 
and the international (AMI) mont^ssorl certificates. I am the founding president 
of the Oklahoma Proprietary Day Scliool Association ; a board member of the 
Xorth Oklahoma City Child Care Association ; a member of NABYC; a charter 
meml)er of tlie State chapter OAEYC; a board member of tlie National Associ- 
ation of Clilld Development and Education; and a member of the alliance. 

I am tlie mother of two sons both, of whom are university graduates 9nd 
'presently In graduate school. One sorUa. married and has twd children, ages two 
and five. His \%ife is at the university pursuing, a degree In nursing and the chil- 
dren are In nursery school and klndergaijfen.,- ^ * 

Over twenty years ago when my hoys were small I became aware of their 
need for association with otlier children their ape. I realized that I did n6t 
provide a challenge for tlieni, nor did I stimulate tlieir creativity. They begge<l 
for someone else to play wltli. They did not need oi; want too much Intervention 
from mother. They needed Interaction with <ftlier children to promote their total 
growth and development. 

I opene<l my nursery scliool in my home with two or three nelgjjhftr children ^ 
.who j?ladly cal^uito play each rooming. But I soon realized thatjdvlng my un- ' 
dirlded attentlmi to four or five children was not good for them. It made them 
too dependent on me. I found myself doing things for them when In fact Uiey 
should have been learning by "doing** things themselves. After enrolling more chil- 
dren we found the association was much more, challenging and stimulating for 
all the children and they did not compete for adult attention. 



My exi)erlehco ha«,, proven to me that lower staff ratios are not good fpr 
cWldren In fact they are hariiifiil. No research has been done to Justify .the 
staff raUos proposed by title XX. In my opinion, these ratios would cause chil- 
arentobeintimidated,regimente<l, ami in many eases neglected. - \ 

At a meeting, hi Denver in May, wfhich was called l)y the Commissioner of^ 
Education *and attended by fifteen hundred members of ^State educaUonal 
departments and H.E.W. employee.s, most of the siH^eches were prefaced 1)y the 
statements "We havq jqst returned from Russia and have found that we Ameri- 
cans arre far behind the Russians in early childhood educatioo." They ha^d varv-o 
ing proposals for "catching up" with the Russians. :May I ask "Why should we" 
catch up'Wifh the kind of society that will make robots out of children. We have 
always eiicouraged opr children to become more independent, to take rtire of 
their owTj needs, and to become more resourceful. We Americans have stood up 
for what we think is right and have achieved goals beyond our, ancestors' wild- 
est dreams. So \yhy should we try to "catch up" with a nation that has not* yet 
caught up with America? ' ^ ' 

-.Albert Shanker propc^ed that the empty classroortis be filled with our pre- 
schoolers and the unemployed teacfiers be retrained to\'are for them. I believe 
that some of the classrooms should remaln.empty and^soine uf the unemployed 
eachers should seek other fields of employment.^They do not want to be retraln(;d 
to care for the physical needs of young children, in^fact, ^e idea is very distaste- 
ful to most of them. The -unemployed teachers can Oe used to a much Setter 
advantage in public school where the children are failing miserably for lack of 
lndividu(tr attention. The unrealistic ratibs proposed by title XX^wlll not equip 
children far the ratios In public school. Child care centers are required to haio 
one teacher for sev^ kindergarten children while the public schools allow' 
twenty'fiv6 to thirty-five pupils to pne^ teacher. In most sdhools the kindergarten 
teacher has one group-in the morning and another itt the afternoon. One teacher 
^may have as man^>' as seventy children to keep track of, but In child care centers 
only .seivdn. Does that maj^e .^en^Se? Where ^o they need Jthe mdtQ Individualized 
attention ?a * • , ^ ^ 

Senate hill 2425 lhtroduc»e<l by'Mr.'Long'aiid Mr. Mondalei)roposed to cure 
the ills of title XX by asking for an appropriation of $500.(^00,000 to pay for the 
extra «taff necded^to comply wjth the regulations. lift wever,^or centers to qualify 
the stipulations require at least a thirty percent AF-DC enrollment and the hiring 
of welfare recipients as teache^rs. Perhar/S some welfare recipients' would be 
good teachers but there Is no a.^surance of it. We might, I* sacrificing quality 
of child care for quantity of attendants. Senate bill ^25 will not improve child 
care, nor will any giv(m staff ratio. Child <;a,re Js only as good as tlie caregiver 
and depends on his or herTtbUitiLtjD^peet the needs of the chllrf. 

Monday evenlnifof this week President Ford. addressed tin? N^at ion calling ^or 
help in balancing the national budget. His plans are to, cut/ taxes by 28 billion 
dollars, hut in order to do so he stated plainly that Congress would have to cut 
their spending by 28 billion dollars. - ^ ' x 

Of what henefU would th^?*tax cut be to parents .Wh^ would-be forxred to pay 
jwlce as much*for child care under the new^ regulations? 

" I am asking you, tlie Senate JPinance Committee, to vote against Senate Bill 
242.) as a just measune to balrtnce the budget. I also ask voh to vote for the 
six month i>ostponement of the Implementation of title XX'stafT ratios "to give 
eatly childhood educators an opportunity to do some research and evahiattou of 
\\;lmt is rej^lly good fot children. - ^ 

Senator Bartke'Xt. Mr. riiairnian, in December of last year tile Con- 
jjri^ss [Massed into jaw the Social vServicps Amendments of 1974,^which 
mandated that on Octohor 1, 1075, every da/cai-e center n\ the United 
States must meet "ri^rid .staff^cliild ratios i^e^ardless of State laws to 
the contrary notwithstanding." 

Ol)vJously, this law was enacted with a vie\v to enhancing the qualitv 
of day care services. rnfortuiidterj\,tlie reaction from the people who 
know l)ost— the day care provicTmanTtlie mothers of the children in 
tlie day (\are centers— does not sup|)oi*t thai (IcsiraWe poal. 

The virtually unanimous reaction fmm the persons involvedun day 
care m Oklahoma, the day care centers, the mothers, and the State wel- 



fai-e depai'tih(>iit, is that, ratlier tlian^ enhancing tlje quality of day 
care it will eliminate dixy care for those who need it most. In OKlahonia, 
^the cost to the piofjier will double, mereby effectively placing it beyond 
'the means of many working niofhers. ^ ' - 

Oklahorpa 1ms had a day care license law since lOSs. Since that time, 
Oklahoma's law ha^ gone through substantial changes; cjiaiiges 
brought about by experience, not chance. Aft^r some 21 years oili- 
censing da.y care centers in Oklahoma, there has been no popular up- 
rising of pei*sons who believe that o.ur law is inadequate. To* the con- 
trary, during my term as Govenij)r of Oklahoma, and now as Seliator, 
I hjivo yet to hear complaint against Oklahoma's la^. 
Yet. if the Federal Guvernnieift is. allowed to impure the standards 
title XX, few, if any, day care centers in Oklahoma can continiie to 
q^ijato legally. This i^^ also true in most other St ates. ' 

i^tle XX is a classic e^fcaniple of Congress imposing its will on a 
State without fii^t ascertaining the facts. The law, places the cart be- 
fore the hoi^e. 

Under title XX, the staff-cliild ratios are imposed on October 1 ; 
then IIEW is mandated to conduct an 18-month study to determine^ 
whether those standards are proper. Apparently it would have been 
too logical to conduct the study ari^then impose appropriate staydards. 

Several proposals have .l>een offered to give States some relief from 
thci^e new staffing standards. I believe the most reasonable approach 
woidd be to delay implementiition at the standardi^ pending comple- 
tion of. HEW'sappi-opriateness study. • . ' 

Tli^refore, I intend to introduce an ainendnmnt to Senate bill 2425 
to extern! for a period of 18 months the status quo of day care staffing 
rcquii-ements prior to Octol>er 1, 1975. 1 cannofsiipport the legislation 
before this committee — Senate bill 2425 — designed to reduce the im- 
pact of these standards by providing Federal assistance to day care 
centei-s. ^ 

In the fii'st place, tho new standards are unrealistic. "We. should be 
trying tr> connect them rather than subsidizing them. In the second 
placi\ this legislati<>n provides Federal fiinds to help pay the salaries 
of welfare mothers who are hii-ed to meet the staffing standards. Such 
a work program for wolfjire mothoi^s would ignore tlie prifnaiy crite-* 
rion on which hiriftg should be based— the qualificationsrof Jtheprospec- . 
tivo staff member. ^ ^ " . ^ ^ »' 

Mr. Chairman, it has been tjie unanimous opinion of .those with 
whom I have discusscil the title XX staffing standards, that HEW has 
assumed an iniproper.role in the regidation of day care centei^s. I am 
afraid the legislation before this .committee, offered as a remedy to the 
problem, will only compound it by fuither expanding thc^Fc^deral 
Government'^ role in /his matter. ' . 

If this committee, i6 conpemed abo!it averting a crisis in day caire 
services, it should dimt its efforts toward correcting unrealistic staff- 
ing requirements provided under title XX: staffing requirenient;.s which 
demand a 1-to 1 child-htaff member ratio *for'ipfants,' in effect saymg 
that a mother is not coiypetent to rai*e forlier infiuit twins, requii^e- 
iiients that would doniAml da^^ cai*e centei^s greater supervision fox- 
infants than that pro\ideil in the intensive oare units of many of our 
finest hospitals. * \ , ^ I ' / ' 
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With these standards, Con^i-ess is second,guessing Americir 
ers, and, in my op inion , guessing wrong. ' . 
I thank you, Mn Chafrman, for this ppportunity to testify. I have 
. attempted to represent the^views of tljose whoiii I consider experts in 
^ ^*^^-^^n^atters: parents, dav care professionals, State welfare officials 
and others. Iiirge the monsters of this committee to listen to the people; 
tne experts, as you consider day care legislation. . r r t 

TMChXibmAx. Thank you very much, Senator. 



, genatoT^ibndale^do you h?ive any questions? " 
^;Senator ifoNDAisE. I-have no questions. ' 
^The Chairmax. I have no question^. * 
Senator Curtis? 



Senator drims. Yes. , . ^ 

iaS?"c^^^?^^^®^*\^^ understanding tlmt the statute itself, in 

hxed the number of supervisors orennployees that must be in a 
day care center? ^ . 

Senator Barti ftt. It .is my understanding that the maneuvering 
room, as I would' put it, the latitude given thfecSecretary, is very lim- 
ited, and I tlinik there is^reiy little relief .that he could provide for 
Mates such as ours, \\*lncli>WQuld suffer under .the prop'osed regulation. 

benator Ccrti(5. And do you knoAv, lio^. litjftiy did that fix.? 

Howmaitycouldouepersih tak^cftreoff ' , ^ 

Senator Bartlftt. Well, for example, one person could take care* 
of---in oue case, l-for--l, in the case if it^ was under 6 weeks/This would ' 
make those costs extraordinarily high, . - c 

I can see. in instances, wHere a parent vMxM want a staffing ratib 
that might approach the ratios in this bill.but I tHink that would beon 
an individual basis. But as far as requiring U f or werybodv, I cannot 
understand it. ' \ * . ' 

Senator OuRTis. And what was the penaltv^if a State'doe&not com- 
ply with what was done in 19?2? ^ * ; ^ ^ * 

And when does that penalty take effect ? * ' * • 
•fiift^"'*^^ ^^'^^-KTT-.It takes effect right away, retroactively to the 

Senator Curtis. The first of what? ^ ^ * .v- 

Senator Bartlktt. OctoKef the first, it is my understanding. ' p 
Senator Curtis. Just this Jast October fii-st? ^\ 

^ Senator BARnxTT. Yes. * \ . ^ - 

Senator Curtis. What is tlie penalty t » 
Senator Bartlktt. The penalty is die loss of Federal aid. 
Senator Curtis. All Federal Itid^^dis^^ay care chfit^i^l 
Senator Barti^btt. Yes. * ^ 

Senator Curtis. And that is the emergency that makes it necessarv 

to do something? . 
Senator BAR-n.ETT. Well, t think that is oncof ihe c^hergericies. 
The other is to have rb workable law that will meet jthe nc^ds— ^ 
Senator Curtis. But timewise-^that is what brings it before us 

right now. - ' \ ' ^ , . / 

Senator B"ARTi.KTr. Yes. / Si> ' ' ' 
Senator Curtis. Now a^ I understand 1, the Lonfr^Monctale p^posal 

would continue with certain Federal #ndards which- are somewhat 

restrictive in the ^minds of ^ome. Som6 people might dispute that, 

'but It \v6uld also provide moixin^ney. . . 



SenJltor Barixett. Yes. ^ 
• Senator Curtis. What is yourproposal ? * 
; What do you recommend we do? 

Senator BartliItt.. Well I propose exteijdiHg the status (\\xo priokr 
to October fii^t for 18 months, which would extend those standards 
until the HEW study was completed. Then, I think, we would be in 
a much better position to write meaningful legislation, recognizing 
^at there are great differences between a rural State ahd an urban 
gtM«. And this is where I feel that Congress has been negligent in 
the past of neglecting tlja needs of the rural constituencies of this 
, coilntry> ' . ^ ■ . 

Senator Curtis, ^yell, now what is the difference between your pro- 
posal and the proposal offered. by Senator Fannin, which I understand 
represents the .Department's view ? * i ' ^ 

Are you familiar withthat? 

Senator Bartlett. I am a little bit familiar with that. 
TJiat, proposal, as I understand it, would extend the present l^w, 
the present regulations for the time of the HEW study, and would 
give greater latitude to the Department in dealing with States, and 
^ having demonstration projects and making exceptions. * 

^ But it would keep in effect the present regulations that exisf since 
'October first. 

Senator Curtis. It would relieve the penalty provisions somewhat ? 
' • Senator B^rti^ett;. Yes, it does relievo the penalty provision; it 
'makes them ve^y^sma^. And I have forgotten the percentage figure. 
Senator Brock. Thr^ percent. 

Seiiator Curtis. In t)ther^words, it would not go quite as far 

Senator Barti^ett. What 1 tl^ink it still does 

Senator Curtis fcontinutngT. Iji okaying the situation throughout 
your State as your bill. Is thafcyour'^understanding? 

Senator Bartlett. I understand th^, but it does mandate the 
present regulations with more lec^way fm^^he Secretarj*. But f think 
that is still gutting the cart before the hors>. J think the study should 
come first, and then the regulation. ' . \i 

Senator Curtis. I certainly think tliat before any standards are 
' frozert in, o^r any new departure, wo ought to hear from the Depart- 
'\ ment of what the study is,;hecaifse that was a decision made by Con- ^ 
greis and it is a waste of what they have already undertaken as, well. * 
^ , , T.think, perhaps, something might be very fruitful from that stfidy. 

Senator Barti,ett. I tlfink the administration proposal w,ould at 
, least have the standards jelkd, maybe not frozen. I would favor not 
having the standards in existence until tho study'is completed, and 
tUen create tho standards. 

Senator Curtis. That is all, Mr/Chairman. ^ p. 

Tho CiiATOtAN. Tx!t me just put this thing in perspective as I see it 
now. " * ' * 

Eoro one thing, I wish I could pei-smide the administration to steer 
a straight course. It won hi* be a lot easier to try to figure out where the 
davil they thh\k' they are going,' if you coul(3 ^ret them to do that* 

Now as a Democi-al serving under a Republican, administmion, I 
have foundmyself forced to oppose proposals to quadruple the people 
bn welfare, where you would have half the Nation on the tolls, and 
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make welfare far more attractive than gainful employment, in this 
country for all of the working poor. Now we managed— tliank the 
^Tnercifal Ix)r^— to hold back oi^ that. 

Now I have ija doubt that flie overwhelming maiority of people in 
this country would rather pay people to do something useful rather 
than paying them tq do nothing, Just to sit arounjd getting in trouble, 
following the old proverb that an idl§ mind is the devil's \^orkshop. 

All right. Now it wiis not my idea to have the standards, but they 
Senate voted on that. I opposed the standards. Senator Mondale took 
one side, I toolcthfe other.' • 

I think, Senator, you voted on my side. Now I am sdrry I diet not get 
more help out there, but we l^ost. And then the House sent something 
over even more strin^jent than the Senate proposal, and sathis is the 
law. ..... ' 

Now ordinarily I would feel like saying, well, letus just take another^ 
look at this thing; maybe the standards are too sjringent. But you have 
all of these people out of work anVway. You have 10 percent of your 
work force out of work ; if you count all of the partially employed and 
all of the poor souls who have given up any ^hopfe of finding a job, it .is 
a lot more than 10 percent. . 

With 11 million people t)n the wdfare rolls, J do not see why we 
cannot simply fund what .the* Congi-ess has vofed over my objection'. 
One thing I have, learned to do is to accept the fact that sometimes the 
Congi-ess might be right even though thev don't listen to my advice. 
And' so, about {he only thing I can see "is, having voted to pppose 
this \ 

Senator BarTlktt. Mr. Chairman, I do not want jou to give in too 
often on that/I think you are right. 

The CriAiRT^r.vx. So the only thing I;f an see is to say, well, here we 
are with this requirement. We imposed it on the Slates; we imposed it 
on these nonprofit institutions; we imposed it^ on all of these good peo- 
ple wild are trying to do ^ job of looking after little children. 
. Well, now if they are going to have to d6 this and if they do not 
have the money for it, it seems to me a's though the burden is on us to 
provide it. Frankly, T admit that it is formidable to sj^y that you have 
to have ope httendant for eyery child under 6 we^eks of age.T^hat used 
to se.em to me to be an unreasonable requirement until mj daughter 
had a baby— I had forgotten how much trouble it ia looking after a 6- 
week-old child, but my daughters have familiarized m6 with that 
problem all over again. 

, So, for the 6- week-old child, thev do^not have to accept him in the day 
care school, but if they do, theii here is a law that we can'very easily 
comply with. Tt would not dost a great amount of money unless we are 
iroing to hiixi these $10,000-a-year po^ple,'or pay $1,000 a month to have 
'Someone look after one child. 

But you have a lot of welfare mothers, and you are having to pay 
theiyi to sit arouhd and look after, children anyhow. Why not let a 
mothei: that has one chihl bring the^hild to the dav care center with 
her and make Tierself avtiilable to help out. Tfu^ would move that fam- 
ily out of poverty and provide a better life for the child. The child care 
center may learn some even better ' techniques since .she is familia^r 
with looking after chrldren. » ' ' , 



Now that much we cim do. And it docs not really amount to 'a gmit 
deal of cost as these welfare progcams go, and it seems to me that is a 
lop:ical thing to do. * 

Now Senator, if you want to, it is all right with me for yoii^to have 
a try. at defeating tnose same people that beat me when^I tried 1to have 
a less rigid standard. But I. waged that fight, did the Hi)^ I mild, and 
the Senate did not agree with me. Witli'dll these peopl? om of work, 
I do not see how you are going to have any more hop^ of suc^es^than 
I had at the time,, 

Frankly, as far as I am concerned, with all the people we have out of 
worlc you might just as well go ahead and put some of those pe*ople to 
work and pay them for it, rather than have these children sent home. 

, Now I do not see how HEW can, in good conscience, come in here 
one day with proposals to increase the welfare cx>sts by anywhere from 
$10 to ^0 billion, and then come in a year or. so later t\'ith something 
where they are not obeying the law., and try to find some excuse for 
not obeying it for another 18 months — waiting for, what? ^Vnother 
Presidentr > ' 

3 just do not see* the point. I do not see anything to-do but go on 
ahead and provide tha funds and put people to work. Take them off 
the welfare^ rolls, put them to work ,domg somethin^j useful, and 
improve the lot of those families, and those children in particular^ 
That is who T thinkSve oughtto be looking after. • 

Now it might seem that you are being fairly restrictive when you- 
require .one adult for every four children before 3j^a rs of age — now 
th^t might seem a low priority use of manpower. UfR f would subinit 
thatjJfdKou juat try sitting around looking after those four children, 
'"^ryoavs^Sdy for a few days, you will want ,fo come back to the U.S. 
Senate arrtl tesume your choaes as a legislator. That is my experience. 

So I would think that unless you can chan^a:e the law,Jia ving imposed 
this on the States, we ought to go ahead and fund it. 

Tjct me ask you what I regard as a tough question: Suppose you 
cannot Ao it your way, by simply postponing these standards, and you 
arc going to have to live with them. Would you agree that you ought 
tofimdit? ' • * 

vSenator Barti.ett. Jjit me just say what I believe.' 
I l:>ielieve very strongly that the staffing regulntions should be 
changed rather than fimded. I certainly want to make it clear that I 
favor, making every effort to place people on the welfare rolls in jobs, 
and as Governor I was very helpful with the head of 'th<? welfare 
department and othei*s in doing that. 

But I do think that the particular capabilitiesof people on welfare 
would tend to quaJify them for a broader range of things, and not just 
one particular job. I feel very strongly that the present law we have 
satisfies Oklahoma and there have been no complaints registered 
against the law. . 

And with the present law, it is going to put. tremendous hardship 
oh a number of our working mothers — either put them on welfare, or to 
have for them inferior servic^e because the additional help will be 
unquahfied and untrained and inexperienced. And so,your particular 
proposal; I think, is one of trying to be all things for all ppople, and I 
think it is going to be expensive. I do not believe the people in o\ir 
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State are tvanting-to ha ve^ additional taxes paid for broader care of 
something they do not want to be/broadened. 

So, I would like your help, and with your hdlp you might be sur- 
' prised what we do, because there is a better knowledge of this law 
today than when the compromise was made at the end of 1974. 1 think 
there is a better realization that this does not meet the needs of this 
country; ; * . ' 

I am not speaking of the urban areas; I am speaking of the States, 
such as my own, which does have a couple fairly sizable cities in it, 
but }t IS classified as a rural State. I do not think *it meets the needs of 
our State, and so I am going to resist it to the fullest, arid I have beeir 
beaten before. Senator, as you know— we have been together on a num- 
ber of things— but also, once in a while, we win. So I am koing to fight 
for whae I think is right, and-I believe that it makes more sense^to 
make the study and then decide what kind of reeulatidn we should 
have, rather than the reverse. - - ^ i 

The CiiAiR^rAX. Senator, ilie onl3*votes you picked up that you did 
not have before is when people look at television and see that some 
fonner welfare mother is going to have to go back on welfare, because 
her<»hild i^ being put out of a child care center. I do not have any 
doubt that the average American citizen would look at this situation 
and saV : "Well, do you Hot think you ought to have some peopiteltaking 
care of those childi-en in that day care centef?'' And it really would not 
cost a ppreat deal more 'to put some of these people to work, helping to 
look after those children at those day care centers, to keep little chil- 
dren from throwing sand^ in the other child's face, and one thing or 
another. It would not cost thaj:.much to take some poor souls off^ the 
welfare and put them to work helping to r^ree those fight^ and keep 
those little children from abusing one another and take bfstter care 
of them. And everybody would be better off. 

* I do not think I can see any problem as far as the maiQrity of people 
in. Oklahoma or Louisiana, because your people really think pretty 
much the way our people do. I have had some of my relatives who 
wanted to go out to Oklahoma just because all the good land in 
Louisiana was taken by the time they got that far along, and they were 
hoping to find some place they could settle elsewhere. 

Senator Bartlett. We would be glad to have them. . 

The CirAiRMAN. But they have pretty much the^same philosophy. 
People in north Louisiana are about the same kind of folks as people 
in Oklahoma. Some of them just sat down a little bit sooner, because 
they found a place to settle. I believe it is pretty much the same 
philosophy. I believe the people would think pretty much the same. 

Senator Barti.ett. Mr. Chairman, I would like to follow just a little 
bit ahead of where vou ai-e in your bill, and that is, I just think it is 
unwise, unfair fbv Congross^to adopt a set of regulations that would, 
in Oklahoma, force young mothers either on welfare rolls or out of 
college, and I think that this is inexcusable, and this should be cor- 
rected, rather than fund a program that is unfair. 

Tlie Chairmax. Thank you very much. 

Senator Bartlbtt. Mr. Clmirman, thank you, and members of the 
committee. 
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The Chairmak. Our next witness will be the Honorable James R. 
Jones, U.St Representative from Oklahoma. We are pleased to have 

- jou, Mr. Jones. ' 

STATEMEirr OF HON. JAMES R. JONES, A EEPRESENTATiyE IN 
CONGKESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIOlJAL DISTRICT OF THE 

- STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

Representative Jones. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members pf the 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman^ the little town where I grew up in Oklahoma was 
proud to have as a member of the medical profession iti our community 
a Long from Louisiana. It did not seem to do us much hamii 

The Chairjian. He found out he made a mistake. He came back and 
ran for office, and became a Congressman, as you lorow, for awhile, 
although I mi^ht say that he did succeed in rising to the Oklahoma 
Jjegislaturewtiilehe wasone of yourconstituent?. 

Representative Jones. Mr. CSiairman, members of the committee, I 
want to thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify on a bill 
that I had introduced on the House side. I want to thank you for the 
quick action that you have given to the delay, the .suspension in the 
regulations that would go into effect October 1. 

Day care for children really is no longer a luxury. It is a very neces- 
sary expenditure. It has Become a vital necessity in our. present day 
working world, in which 27 million children have mothers who are 
working outside the home. The need for high quality, low cost, readily 
accessible day care must be reflected in our legislation and Federal 
regulations. \ 

I do not find fault with the purpose of the HEW day care staffing 
regulations or the foimdation upon which they rest in title XX, and 
that is to insure adequate supervisory care for these children. But as 
we strive for thi.s high-quality day care, I think we must carefully 
cdhsider the economic realities facing day care operators and the 
«^ increased cost that would be passed 'on to working parents. 

Now, only two States. Connecticut and North Dakota, currently 
meet the HEW staffing ref^iilations for children under 3 years of 
age, and I find it hard to believe that only 2 States', out of the 50, 
are providing at the present time, adequate day care for these young 
children. In discussing this matter with day care operators from my 
State of Oklahoma,'I learned that the average pay for a full-time' 
day care worker is $500 per month, and many centers nationwide 
will find it necessary ^to double or triple their staffs, at , very con- 
siderable expense. Many oiierators sadly, confided to m^.that they 
would close their doors rather than' face the financial uncertainty 
involved in adapting to these regulations. 
In addition, the tab currently picked up by tHe Government \vill 
, skyrocket. The re^gulations would imfiose an additional $92 million 
burden on States, and a $276 million burden on tlie Federal Govern- 
ment. But the most severe financial blows \\;ould be dealt, to the 
middle- and low-income working parents, parents who depend .upon 
reliable day care'in order to make ends meet. * 
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* t> In order to mike adlitrence to 'these HEW staging regulations 
economically feasiBle, operators would be forced to charge $8 per'day 
pep child, according to the National Absociatipn oi Child JD§\^lop- 
ment and Education. A brief ^overview of present costs wilirrl'v^ea^ 
the nation\Yide scope of day care cost increases whi^^h would.lie e:^ 
f ^pected. These are Fisted in my formal statement Avlilch I avouI^ like 
' submit for the rec<Jrd, and to summarize frpm if^^Ir. Chairman. 

I think itsis ironic that one of the overriding goals of the title XX 
regulations is to extend social si^rviceb to tlie middle clas&^>feny mid- 
dle class constituent' families in \Yhich both paffents work Viir^nd 
that day care expenses are unbearable and a parent, usually the mother, 
will simply quit working, ratjher than* pay the disproportionate sh^re 
of income for chilli care. * 

And our lower income parents, many of Vhom'are single working 
mothers struggling to support themselves, will find the \telfare rolls 
a welcome relief in the face of excessive day care costs. * • 

, So it becomes c\0r that \Ye cannot condone this HEW actron, with 
Its adverse economic impact on day care operators and working parents. 
As a responsible Congress, I think we must respond to the problems 
of the people and seek more ^reasonable staffing standards. 

Rather than leave this important matter up to the discretion oi 
HE^V, IJ)eli£.uiJ[|^^ should take the, initiative during the- 

PQri^dr-trTfime wen^e to study this matter/to balance these two 
delicate factors, the intent of title XX lAw and the public's, ability to 
comply and, establish regulation^ that wiH \ipgrade day care without 
causing a wholesale closedown of existhig centers. 
- In order to provide flexible, but proper, relief, I have introduced a 
bill on the Hou§e side which is before our committee, Wa^s and Means 
^ on the House side, which would ha\e the following .staffing standards: 
1 adult per child under ^ \Veeks of age; 1 adult per 8 children between 
6 weeks and 3 years; 1 adult per ^10 childi^en between 3 and 4 years of^ 
. age; a^d 1 adult per 12 children between 4 and 6./Ehese ratios were 
chosen only after a careful auAlysis of the current day care require- 
ments in the 50 States, and afte'r many, ipany consultations with day 
care operators and users. 
The Chairman'. Would yon mind citing those statistics again? 
Representati ve Jjoxes. It would be one to one — - 
The CHAiR^r AX. Upder 6 weeks ? ' 

Representative Jones. Right. 0ne to 8 from there to 3 years; 1 to 
; 10 from 3 to 4 years; and 1 tol2 between 4 and 6 years. 

The CiiAiR^rAN. Thank you. * * 

Representative Jones, tins proposal would allow a State to adopt 
stricter stj^fTing standards, if it so desired, and perhaps as important, 
it would freeze requirements in those States which currently have 
ratios that are stricter than those provided f^r here- 

I feel that Congress responsibility is to set new standards » in 
response to tlie views of the public rather than to pmvide relief for 
the HEW standards through mlditional funds. I feel it would be 
infiationarj^ and fiscally unsound to commit additional funds for day 
care relief with the prospect of an overwhelininc: budget deficit. In 
addition, T believe the Tx)ng-Mondale bill should demand stricter 
accountability to insure that the funds are being used strictly for new 
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Staffing expenses in day care, centers rather than adxninistrative or 
other miscellaneous costs. I further believe, that private daj care 
centers with less. than SO-percent public assistance enrollment will 
suflter economic problems, since fhey will not be aided through this 

^e^have heard from many people, ut le^t I have, and we must 
respond. I feel that the HEW regulations were made, m a vacuum 
without taking 'into consideration popular opinion and the economic 
problems of the real world outside of HEW. No one at HEW has ' 
succeeded in*convinoing me that the HEW-recommendeQ 4-to-l ratio 
is better thanf6-tOnl or^S-to^l. HEW has chosen arbitrary, ab^ract . 
ratios, which 1 recognize were the result of a great deal of political 
negotiation: but they have no relation to humaif needs or economic 
resources,"* As Congress considers tliis matter, we must i^onsibly 
balance the nee^i .for quali^ day eare and the ne^ds^ Of tlhe^arents 
and children we are serving. V ' . r r^y. - 

. The piirpbse.of my bill, in establishing ^these ratios, Mr. Chair- 
man— the result would be two things. First of all, we could have some 
studies during this {ieriod of tim& to get a better reading as to exactl: 
what is a proper ratio of adults to children, so that we could be a 
little more poSitiye as to what is proper supervisory care- Second, jt 
>v6u1d give some flexibility to the States, and ib would launch a new * 
flirection, as I think the Waslnngton.Ppst suggested a feW weeks ago 
in an editorial,, that woirid march a little slowly, and have a little, 
flexibility as we launch .Federal prograrns. And third, it would require 
' about half, gr more than half of the States to make their present 
rltios stricter than tliey are at the present time. But it would recog- 
nize that at least half of the State? are providing basically decent 
child care jn ilieir Sfeate laws. - 

Mr. Chairman, you jmiy have some questions. I do not want to 
prolong his. ]^t I would urge that' during these 4 months>hat hope- 
fully we will have, wf^^n this conference report is adopted and signed, 
that your committee and our comjnittee on the Hou$e side, will hav^e 
very thorough hearin'gs t<5 ti^ to determine u^at is proper on these 
ratios, and give some^flexibifity to the ^tates to,at least, have a trial 
perfod of ^ year or '2 years to develop the type of infonhatipn we 
need to adopt proper regulations. * x ,t . 

Mr. Cliairman, ,1 thank you and members of the committee yory 
much. , . \ , \ ^* , ^ 

The Chairsun. Any qtiijstions, gentlemen ? ' ^ 
• . Senator* Mondale. # , ' ' 

'Senator AfpNDALE. On page 2 of, your testimony, jou have some 
figures on the cost of these regulations. We hrtve been trying to obtain 
tl^ose san^o figures. Could vou tell us vtltere yon got yours? 

Representative Jon«s. I "believe this was from tilio National Associr 
ation of Cliild Development and Education. 
Senator Mondale. That is thfe private day care providers— — 
Representativi6 Jo?iEs. Yes, I think so. />' ^ ' ' 

Senator MoNimLE. Have yoh been able to obtain any fig^ires from 

HEW?' ' ' - ^ ' " , 

Representative Joxng. I do not believe we hJive any hgures pinned 
dowm " . • , / 



-SenatorMoNDALE, Have you tried to? * - * ^ . 

Representative Jones. Yes, we- have, I^believe. 

Senator MoxdaIle. ^o'liave we, and I would hope 

Representative Jonts. I have tried two things. , - ^ ^ 

Senator Mondajle. I would fiope could get these figures, because 
it' would be very helpful'to Iqiow precisely how much we are talk- 
ing about, if you jiggle the standards thus knd so, how much you 
save, and so 6n, So we^^at least have the figures. You may disagree 
on. what should be done, but at least it would be nic^ to know the 
monetary implications of those decisions, and we do not know them 
today, * s . f » , 

,^ J think .the Long proposal is unique because I think a pretty good 
argument copld be ma^e^that it will cost very little b^u^ by making 
day (iar&>vaiiable ^nd attractive and by hiring persons who otherwise 
would be on AFDC^ there would be.aa offset on the ottier side. , 

We just had a. Ik^er from New Jersey'that indicates that for $30 
million, among other tilings, they get' a savings of about $20 million 
in ^FDC payments. , . - . ^ ' ' 

\ dfeagree with Senator Bartlett that many welfare recipients would . 
not be ^ualifie4— especially with training— to deal with this sort of 
thing. • / • 

Representative Joxes. That could well be thec^ase. I have not done 
any kind of a study on that.'! would majce two observations, however. 

First of all; I am not sure where you got the.30-percent rule, because 
it \s my judgment that the riumbbr of public assistance youngsters in. 
proportion to the numbefof day care tisers would not be 30 percent, al- 
though I have no personal figures on that. But if that is not the oase, 
there are .a number of cases m mv StatV where there would be 10 per- • 
c^pf, 5 percent; or IS.perceiit public assistance* phildren at a day care 
center, and -that center would not qualify, yet they ivoul(^ be saddled 
with the ratios, and it would be the \vorlarig mothers that would have 
to-r» — ^ ' , , * 

J Senator A^ndale. ^vemor B6ren came to see me, and; made this 
stoe P9int. We h$,ve Several small rural Gcoven|org that deal^with it 
I hof^ we cpnld focus on that. 

EepreseDtatiV^ Joxts. J, think, -In my' community of Tulsa/tbfet, 
would be "the case, and particularly that W9uld be true because'^e h'a^e 
a great number of, private day carc-centere.in Tulsa: * ? 

Senator Mondalb. One staternent that you^made that I guess I dis- 
agree wilhds that there is no Basis for the^Wndards. I miist confess 
here thafe 1 was persuaded in part by Senator Buckley frojn ifew Yoi:\ ^ 
mt5* believing that there are more risks to, day care than is generally * 
assumed, unless it is done properly. For several years, he has been 
getting GX^jH^rts from aroi^nd the country to t^jfy about t^e damage 
that can occur to the emotional health of particularly young infants, 
particularly the very tender infants, if they are^put in day care cen- 
*ters without proper staff ratios, emotional -support, and* the rest. . 
^ It seeps strange to even have to define such things^ because you get 
that fro© withyoifr mother. But when, you try to substitute for parents, 
try to substitute for the home, it -is vefy new in history, and it could 
^be very dangerous unless we do it p^rht That* is why I would rather 
err on the side of the kids thaii'to'find.out25 years later that the lack 
ojt what wehad at homeiias dam^gedihem. 
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Now, he feeb very strongly abfo'ut that. He has had a very impres- 
sive, array of experts from around the country testify to that effect, 
and he persuaded me, and that is one of the reasons that these day care 
standanis are tough at the lower lev^l. And if you think I am rigid, 
you ought to .talk to him, because he really feels strongly about it 
How do -TOu^eet that concern? * c* 

Kepreseotative Jones. Well, S^ator, if I were from the State of 
New X oi:k, I would a^ree wholeheartedly with his position. 

Senator MoKDALE. Are your kids different ? 

Eepresent^tive Jones. Let me just say that the environment or sur- 
rounaings, I think, play a great deal in this* As far as the infants are 
\ concern^, the ratios that 1 established were I to 1. 1 do not think it 
goes any lower. 

Senator MoNDAiiB. It is for 6 weeks? . ^ * 

Representative Jo;^. Right 

Senator Mondale. But then you have 1 to 8, do you not. Congress- 
man, for up to 3 years? 

Repreg^^ntq^tive Jon^. Right, and the only observation I would make 
there is, when you are talking about infants, yes, 1 to 1 ; but above that, . 
I think there has to l^e some flexibility that allows different States^ 
with different environmental ^rol)lems to adapt to their own needs. 

When I was on President Johiison^s staff, I did some work at the 
time, we were going into the poverty area in various cities aroUnd thfi 
country, in NeW^ York City, Oakland, rural treas, and urban areas. 
, I think there is a great deal of difference between what ycfu would 
* want to provide for a chilci in New York City than what you ^ould 
want to provide for a child in Bixby, Okla. All I am saying is I thijik 
Congress ought to recognize some of the geographic^ differences in 
, this country and allow some flexibility. < ' • ' 

Under the bill that I have proposed, first of all, New York State 
would be locked into its present ratio of 6 to*l, and could go lower. 
Bu^ Oklahoma would be locked into — it would actually have to come 
down from its present 15 or 20 to 1^ down: to 10 or 12 to 1. So all ! 
am trying to do is to have n responsibly flexible program that allows 
States to'^apt to their 6wn needs. ' ' . • . 

Senator Mont>ale* Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ' ^ 

Senator Roth. I would Ijke to ask one question, Mr. Chairman. 
' Going along the lines of Senator Mondale's questioning, and State- 
ment, it Senittor Buckley is correct, and I think there mju^t be a lot of 
merit — those are sensitive periods of a cnild's training— I wonder.if 
we'kre correct in saying that/to satisfy a body count, if you want to 
. call it that, we should merely hire those bn welfare. Unquestionably 
some of those people would be very able. I dcf'not question that. But 
does that really provide the kind of training and trie source of peo- 
ple thht you would want? Would we be better off having fewer peo- 
ple, better trained, or are we better off, from the child's poin£ of view^ 
having a greater number of attendants? I do not know. Have there 
been any studies made on this? 

Eepresentative Jones. I do not know of any studies. Senator. I 
would say that hiring a good number of women,. for example, who 
^ are receiving aid for dependent children, they would make very ca- 
pable day care center supervisors. I do not question that. And I do not 
have any way of giving you any kind of data, as tojvhether they would 
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be'.capable or incapable of dealing with an infajit. J would a^ume 
^ that a ^ood many of thefn could be very capable/I think tlvi^e ought 

• -to be sonie kind of ti-aining for these opeintors, though. 

Senator Roth. Thank you. 

The CuAiRMAX. Thank you very much. 

Kepresentati ve Joxes. Thank you, Senator. • * ' 
[The prepared statement of Congressman Jame.s R. Jones of Okla\ 
homa, follows:]: 

StATEME.VT of the fio.VORABLE JaMES R, Jo.VES OF OKLAHOMA 

^ *Mr. Chairman : Thank you for this opportunity to 5,hare my views on the 
HEW day care center staflBng regulations with-yuur Committee. I appreciate 
your quick action in scheduling this hearing and the Cuiiimittees carefurconsid- 

• eration of this serioiis issue. 

Day care for children is no longer a luxury expenditure, it has become a vital 
necessity in our prei>ent-day working wOrld, in which 27 miUion children have 
mothers who are working outside the home. The need for high-quality, low cost, 
readily accessible day care must be r^ected in our legislation and federal 
re^ilatloas. o • ^ 

I. cannot find' fault with 'the purpose of the HEW day care staflBng regula- 
tions, for ttiey are intended to insure that children are cared for in safe, depend- 
able environments |?y competent day care center personnel, . 

But as we -strive for high-quality day <jare through federal regulations, we 
must carefully consider the economic .realities facing day care operators, and 
the increased costs w^ich would be passpd on to working parents, who are 
already bearing the brunt of expensive day- care costs.* 

Only two States. Connecticut and North Dakota, currently meet the HEW 
stalSng regulations for children under 3. I refuse to believe that adequate day 
care can presently be found in only two States. Day care centers in the remain- 
ing 48 States face overwhelming staff increase adjustments to comply with 
the HEW regulations. , 

In dlscussjing this matter with day care operators front my State, Oklahoma, 
I learned that the average pay for a full time day care worker is $500 per 
. month ; mariy centers nationwide would find it necessary to double or triple their 
staffs at considerable expense. Many operators .sadly confided to me that they 
woiild close their doors rather than face the financial uncertainty involved' 1n 
adapting to the regulations. 

In addition, the tab currently picked up 6y the government w^lU sky rocket. The 
regMiytions would impose an additional $02 million burden on States', and, a $276 
millionjwirden oh the federal government. , * < 

Bat theXost^^evwe financial blows would be dealt to the middle- and low- 
income working parents, parents who depend upon reliable day care in or^er 
to make ends meet. . ' , " 

In order tp make adherence to the HEW staflBng regulations economically 
feasible, opei^>r8 would be forced to charge. $8 per day per child, acconllng 
to the Satlonai Association of Child Development and Education. A brief over- 
view of present costs will reveal the nationwide .scojm of day care cost increases 
^> ^ which would be expected. Some current costs are as follows: " * 

Louisiana and Alabama, $3 per day. 
Oklahoma, $5. 

Philadelphia. $G. ' 
Michig^in. $a50. 
New York City. $7.* 
Maryland and California, $7.50, 
It is Ironic that one 6f the overriding goals of the Title XX regulations is to 
extend social services to the middle class. Man^ of my middle-class constituent 
families. In which both parents work, will find the day care expenses unbearable 
and a parent, jwually the mother, will simply quit working rather th&n pay 
a dlsproportii)nate share of income for child care. 

And our lower-income parents, many of whom are single working mothers 
struggling to support^themselves. will find the welfare rolls a welcome relief 
in the face of excessive day care costs. 

It becomes clear that we 'Cannot condone this HEW action, with its adverse 
economic impact on day care operators and working parents. As a responsible 
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Congress, we must respond to the problems of the people and seek more reason- 
able staffing standards. 

Rather than leave this Important matter up to the discretion of HEW, I believe 
the Congress should take the initiative to balance two delicate factor g , the intent 
of the Title XX law and the public's ability to comply, and establish regulations 
that will upgrade day care without causing a wholesale closedown of existing 
centers. • 

In order to provide flexible, but proper, relief,.! am pr^)po8ing the following 
•staffing standards : 

1 adult per child under 6 weeks of ^ge ; 

1 adult per 8 children betvyeen 6 weeks and 3 years ; 

1 adtflt per 10 children between 3 and 4 ; 

1 adult per 12 children between 4 and 6. 
Thefe ratios were chosen only after a careful analysis of the current day care 
requirements in the fifty States, and after manyt many consult atlon& with day 
care operators and users. They would assiire uj^raded, competent day care 
without comprqmising the continued operation of many excellent centers. 

My proposal would also allow a State to enact stricter staffing standards,Jf it 
so desired. And perhnpti as important, it would freeze requirements in f^Jose 
States^ which currently have ratios that are stricter than those provided for 
here/ , • . 

I feel that Congress* responsibility is to set new standards in response to the 
views of the public rather than to provide relief for the HEW standards through 
Additional funds. X feel it would be inflationary and fiscally unsound to commit 
additional funds for day care relief with the prospect of an overwhelming budget 
deficit In addition, the liong Mondale Bill should demand stricter accountability 
to ensure that the funds are being used strictly for new staffing expenses in day 
care centers rather than administrative or other mi-scellaneous costs. I further 
believe that private day care centers with less than 30 percent public assistance 
enrollment will suffer economic problems, since they will not be aided through 
this legislation. 

W^Jjiave heard from the people, and we must respond, t-feel that the HBW 
regulations were made in a vacui|,m without taking into consideration popular 
opinion and the economic problems of the real world outside of HEW. No one at 
HEW has succeeded in convincing me that the HEW-recommended 4 to 1 ratio 
is better than 6 to 1 or 8 to 1. HEW has chosen arbitrary, abstract ratios, with 
no relation to human needs and economic resources. As Congress considers this 
, matter, we must responsibly balance the need for quality day care and the needs 
of the parents and children we are serving. 

The Chairman'. Next we will have Mr. Stephen Kurzman, Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation in HEW, accompanied by William 
Morrill, Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation; and John 
Young, Commissioner for Community Services. 

Mr. Kurzman? : ' 

STATEMENT OF STE PHEN KT mZMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FdR 
LEGISLATION, DEPARTMENT OF -HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE, ACCOMPANIED BY WiLLLAM MORRILL,, ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PLANNING- AND EVALUATION ; JOHN. C. YOUNG, 
COMMISSIONER FOR COMMUNITY SiiRVICES; PAUL B. SIMMONS, 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
WELFARE LEGISLATION; MICHIO SUZUKI, ACTING Dl^UTY 
commissioner; community SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; MR. 
ROSOFF; AND MR. PROSSER 

Mr. Kurzman. Good nnoming, M r. Chairm an, thank you. 
Also at the table with us, Mr. Simmons, and bejiind me Mr. Suzuki, 
Mr. Kosoff and Mr* Prosser ; all from various parts of the Department 
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vfhic^i have an inCerest and responsibility for thisj As ybtf have intn> 
duced, next to me are A^istant Secretary. Morrill and Commissioner 
To4lfgfromSIlSr ' ' 

I am sure that each member of the full committee is familiar with 
Jth^ issue' at hanS today, and I will try to be as brief ,as I can in pre- 

* senting the ]^partment*s views on tne question before you* As the 
committee knows,' the Social Services Amendments of 1^74, creating / 
a new title*XX of the Social Security Acfr expressly forbid any Federal 
reimbursement for any day car^ which is not delivelred in cdnfonnity 
with the modified version of^the 19§8 Federal Interagency Day care 
R^uirementa^ . / ~ ~ — { * ' 

, The la\v requires— it gives us absolutely no flexibility-;-'that,,effective . 
October 1, the Department has Jto choice But to tut off all Federal 
reimbursement for any individual day care provider found not to be 
ip compliance with thede-standards. , - . \ 

These requirementfe, initially drawn up in 1968 by the Department 
.and the then OflSce* of Economic Opportunity pursp^nt to section 
522(d) of die Economic Opportunity Act, establish staffing ratios for ,^ • 
day care provided in centers as well as in family day care^ settings. 

Since .their inception, these 'standards have evoked controversy 
among child care professionals and service providers, with shades 
of opinion ranging acfoss a broad spectrum. There are those who • 
believe that these standards are not stiuct enough and thus deny chil- 
dren in day care the opportunity to receive effe<tive, quality, safe, 
, and productive services. . ,/ ' , ' 

And there^are those who believe* that these standards are far foe , 
rigid,, are not demonstrably effective, and, if fully enforced, would 
be counterproductive in that the .cost of full compliance would pVice. 
day care out of ^he market for significant numbers of the worlcing 
. patentsfor whorii day care 'services are mad? available. . ^ 
As for the D.epartmgnt, while we share ^e 'Congress concern that ^ 
^any federally aided dfty care service be of as good quality and of ^ 
as reasonable cost as pbssil^le, we have long believed that the 1968 
FIDCR standards should be reexamined to determine whether they 
^ j^re the_jnost appropriate means to those encls. Thus we arg^ied in 

* 1972, when for the fiirSt" time. Congress' insisted that .those standards 
actually Jbe mad^ a matter of law and wrote them into the Economic 
Opportunity Amendments, and again we argtied prior to the enact- 
ment of title XX, at the end of last year, 1974Vthat these standards 
should not be incorporated ifito the lftw,"but instead be left open fo 
regulatory amendment following a reasoned study of their effective- j 
ness^ their appropriateness and their cdst. . . / 

The Congress chose to me^t xis partway in title XX, and we wel- ~j 
cpmed that. Congress mandated that the* States comply with a sli^tly / 
modified version of the 1968 stf^ndards between October 1, 1975, and / 
July 1, 1977, and directed us to conduct a study of the appropriateness / 
of the standards and to propose whatever changes that study might / 

, indicate to be advisable. The Taw says, however, that such changes / 
may not be ijnplemented untij 90 days after the resiUts of the study / 
axe transmittted^athe Congruss, thus making the earliest possible date, 
for any changes April 1, 1977, or 18 months after the-effective date 

•of title XX. ^ * • ' • 
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Congress did agree with us that af that point it could be open to 
regul^itory change. - \ ^ . ' 

Fending the outcome of the study, Congress le,ft us as the sale alreas 
of discretion the following: (1) the educational service requirements.^ 
eml)odied in the standards wet^e to be recommendefi to, apd not man-, 
dated upon the Statesj; (2)\stafBng^tandards for School age, children 
could be revised ; and (3) tlTe i^taffing standards for chil^en lyider 
years of age, which had not been, pndr to tliat, detailed in tfie^ntefc„ 
agency^ §tandatd^ woiild be specified by way^'of xegulati^fa. * f ^ 

As you knovv, the Secretary has e^eerci^sed this liii3it^'*4iscretfonary 
Authority to the maximum e^ctent ^ossibli9-iiri(fetjtK*&.jaot,^aQa,the De- 
partment has Jbegun to organise the e?hausiSye appit)p|jAtene^ Study 
authorized'under the statute. . * . \ . " ^. 

Specifically, with respect to ctiildten aged B weeks to^$6^moritV, the^ 
Department s regulations prqvide..for,a sfv^ffikg ratio 5|,*^our chiiaren 
to one adult, or one fewer child' per njiult. than the l^w^^^m 
children aged 36 months to 4 vears,.As':ypu knoV, the^'preschool age 
croups have been the focus of greatest co^ncerti aj^^oxig the States and 
day i^re providers. * . ^ i ' ' ^.jr 'j * 

Despite tlie limited modification of the,Fl£)CR standards.permitfed 
under the.^tatut^, itjii^ apparent 'that f he immediate enforcement of 
those standards in the mahner'^tablislied under title XX could iead 
to whol^ale cutbacks in day care ser'vices or to.niaj6j*.increaS€(a in ^tate 
costs for those ^rvice^. • / ' , . * * / 

This (l^ould re§ult.becau6ej a^ nofed earlier, the I)epartment noW has 
no choice under title XX but to terminate all Fed^i^l reimbursement 
for any day care not found, to be. in coilformily with *those standards. 

Under' the law befbr^' title XX, which •ea^ist^d prior to October 1 of 
this year, a State's failyre to ^nforc^ these standards was regarded 
..primarily as evidenCe'of the Stated ncuTicompliance with Federal law 
and regulations. And as sqeji, the isstie, like other j)rogram issues, was 
subject to Federal -State negotiations aimed at an orderly improvement 
in the Staters perforn'lance. In fejctreme cases, this process could ulti- 
mately lead to a cuto5 pf all Federal rejTmbursement to Ihe State for 
the program iri question.- • , ^ * . . \ ' . . \ 

Based on estimates incorporated in the States' social services plap^^ 
under title XX, wHidh has npw gone into effect as of October Irthe^ 
States ])iope to provide (lay*care*K)r up to l.S million children duriijg 
the first year of operation.imder the title, at a total cost. Federal, State, 
and local, of $80Cr million. TJie Federal share of tliis amount would be 
approximately $600 million. Wliile we haVe no ^ay of accurately 
estimating the proportion of day care services which will not. fully 
meet th6 interagency standards, a mimbei; of. States have indicated to 
us and to Meinl>^rs 6f CongJfess, iind^'you Jiave heard th6m here this 
morning, that they fear substantial setvice cutbacks or greatly in"^ 
.creasefl btate costs to make tip for the loss of Federal reimbursement. 

The options open to the De]partmetit at this point are extremely 
limited, as I have pointed out. We have gone as fttv as we possibly 
can, given the restraints of the law, to baljipce on the one hand the 
needlo insure quality of day care serviceS^^ith, on' the other handf 
the need to stretch' the Fedltel dollar to help as many families as 
possible. 4 . . • \ ^ 



"We dre therefore asking the Congress to enact the legislation pfo- 
pose'd by the Department that will enabTe the Federal Government to 
0ijforcelhj&.1968 staifdards in such a way as to avert sudden cutbacks 
in.seryif'es or major economic burdens on the State^ at the same feime 
tlmt/jEe are* examining, the appropriateness of thqse standards. T\!e 
believe our proposal moreisatisfactorily addresses these problems than 
the alternative proposals which are now pending before the Congress. 

One bption open to the Cdhgress is to change the standards now by 
stafutt, either by writing a wholly now set of rules or by adopting for 
all States th^ standards now written into th^ gtatute ,a particular 
State; Several bills to this effect hav6 been introduced, one of which, 
Sf 2236, about which you have heard this morning frgm Senator Bart-, 
lett, would, for example, require a sta^ng ratio oi J. to 12 for children 
aged 3 to 4 years as contrasted with the 1 to 5 rationed in effect under 
title^XX. . \ / , 

We" oppo^ any such measure because we do not believe that either 
<hc Department or the Congress has, at this point, sufficient data to 
decide oifce and for all what day care sta^ng ratios and related stand- 
anlsNKpnld be most appropriate. Indeed, it was this vory uncertainty 
that lead us and the Congress to agree to authorize the 18-month study 
pf these\standards under title XX. 

Moreover, we strongly believe, as I noted earlier, that detailed day 
icare standards should hot be written' into the law, but should instead 
,be left to the Department s regulatory discretion so that adjustments 
%may be made promptly whenever new data and. changing conditions 
I indicate thai changes would be appropriates " - ' 
' A second option open to the Congress is embodied in S. 2425, the bill 
, introduced by you,^Mi'. Chairman, jind by Senator Mondale under 
Ayhich $500 million annually would be added to the $2,5 billion now 
available und^r title XX; with the new funds, at an 80 percent match- 
ing rate, distributed among the States bn a ponulation basis, but ear- 
marked for day care serv^ices in otrfer fo help^ne Statues meet the costs 
of full compliance with the 1968 standards, ^ 

That bill \vould also mandate that the States use some of these addi- 
tional funds to encourage the hiring of welfare recfpients and Jqw 
income'people as day care workeiv. States cquld use a poition of the 
ne>v funds to pay up to 80 percent of the first $5^000 in wages for such 
[k^^ons, wifhthe 20 percent tax credit authorized opw under the Inter- 
nal l^evoinie^Code making up the^balance for such worker employed 
by profit nmking^Xlay care providers. A new mechanism providing a 
direct 20 percent payment from the Federal TreasnVy could be used to 
make up t|ie balance for such workers hi^^ed by nonprofit and public 
day care providers. 
Again, unfortunately, we ntnst strongly oppose'this bill on a number 
^of grounds which I will try to outline here briefly. 
^ Fjrst, the cost— it is $500 million in aew Federal spending at a time 

- when^the administration and the Congress, in our judgment, should be 
doing everything within their power to reduce, rather than to expand, 

- tbc Federal budget. " ' 

Because of the lack of adequate information, some of which may be- 
elicited by the study we are mandated to do and ^re doing, we have no 
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assuira^nc^ that additional Federal funds are needed to resolve the prob- 
lem of ilpgra^ng -standards, nor that 'additionaj funds will "be aub- 
^^htially used for. that purpose. Nor would these *riew ^oUa^ *- 
n^cessanly resolve the problem the bill seeks to address since the $500* 
i$illion would be appoitioned among the.States on a population basis,' 
rather than, targeted to. those States whose day care standards ar^ at 
g^e&t^ vai^iance with the Federal rules. Thus, for certain ^States 
which hai:e chosen in the past to meet or approximate the federal 
staifdard^,.tTifese new day tare funds — at an 80 percent matching rate— . 
could be simply substitutecT for funds now being expended on day car^,, 
with ti\e latter funds shifted over to some other service area. ^\t. th6 J 
samfe tim^, Staties* which have in the past failed to bring their day care " 
standards up to or neer.thje Federal rules would be^ in effect, rewarded 
with extra Federal f ujnds to make lip for funds they previously .chose ^ 
not to devote 19 this priority/ : . , / > . ' 

It is importan^^ to note here tl^Ut under title XX, any State may^ if 
it chooses to address this priority, us^ 'whatever 'portion of its till6 XX . 
funds It needs to help maihtain day care' staffing ratios at th^e federally 
required levels. For those amongthe 26 States and the District of Co- 
' ir^bia which n6w plan to spend all o'f their title XX allotlnents this 
year but which Save hot yet fully complied with the 1968 ffbandard^, 
this might mean a reduction in some other service arek priority. Bnt 
foi' those 2n^tat^ which have not yet committed aU of their title 
alifotment, there will be Fe^cr^al dollars available, without any change 
in the law,, to devote to improving c}ay care^rvices, if. they so ^choose. 

To illustrate; note that of the 18 States represented on this^commit- ^ 
tee, % have indicated by way. of their title XX* State plans that 
they dp not intend to. lise all of the p'ederal service funds now available ^ 
to them^ HiuS 'these alone — Arizona, Georgia, Indiiana, "Kansas, 
Louisiana, Tennessee, and Virginiar-will have a combined total 01 
$129 million in uncommitted title XX funds this war or more than 
one-fourth of the new $500 million this bill would provide to all 60 
States to help them upgrade.their day ckre services. , * 

All told, the 24 States which l^ave not yet committed all of their 
title XX funds have available to them an estimated $314 million in 
Federal support which could be used for the very purpose you anj talk- 
ing about to upgrade day care standards if they so choOsfe. That amount 
is more than 60 percent of the new money this bill "would authorize. 

It should also be noted here that for the 26 States and the District 
ot>Q)lumbia >vhich do plan to expend all of their title XX allotments, 
the JLong'-Mondale bill would bo, in effect, a means to break through 
the $2.5 billion "hnnual Federal services ceiling set in 1972. Those 
Stiite^s would share a combined added allotment of $J18 million, 
or 20 percent, more than they are allocated under title XX. For the 
11 of those States represented 011 this committee, the increase would 
total $76.3 million. ^. , ^ ^ ^ * ^ 

And finffllywW.itli respect to our pbiections to the fiscal aspects of 
this bill, Jt should be noted that California. New York, and Con- 
necticut alone ..Would receive a combined $99 million in additional 
title XX allotments — nearly one-fifth of the total added by this bill — 
and yet these States are generally thought to be high among the 



leaders in already ineetiiig, or* very nearly^ meetings the 1969 Federal 
day cSfe standards. ' * ' • * . 

Oiir second major .ojbjeotion is that the introduction of , the ear- 
marked funds concept into the title XX program would tepres^nt a 
100 degree turn from, the course established under title .XX when it 
was enacted last 'fall. In the 2 year^ of delil^rations leading 'up to 
title XX, the States, the service pr^oviders, the Congress, most notajjly 
this committee, and the Departnnient reached, we believed^hd we still 
do believe, aT>istoric compromise on the most basic issue pi Vhere 
the i:esponsibility for social services prograril planning^ resource al- 
location and prioi;ity-setting ought to rest. And that was with the 
States, not with the iFederal Government- To earnmrk one-sixth of 
* all title XX funds for a specific service would at once Subvert that 
concept ^nd open the ^loor to great pressures for similar earmarks — 
aud similarly enriched matching rates—for other specific services. 

Third, enactment of the LongrMondale bill would mean- .the ex- 
penditure of $500 million to underwritie the c^iiforcem^nt of a set of 
standards which both the Congress and the, adniifiist^afion have agreed 
are in need of extensive study fis to their appropriateness^ their 'efFec-. 
tjveness and their cost. While this bill would not\erminate the study 
of the standards authorized under title XX, the obvious implication of 
a commitment of $500 million yearly to underwrite full implepienta- 
tiou of the 1968 rule^^wpuld be that the Congress has made ao all but 
final iudfirment that the 1068 standards ape jndeecl appl:opriate, just, 
completelyundercuiting the point of the'study. r • * 

Fourth, we understand from the Treasui-y Departmenff and here I, 
am speaking on their behalf, Mr. Chainiian, that the provision of a,' 
20 percent tax credit to public and private nonprofit day care agencies 
is a new form oj[|"Hackdoorr financinf^ that wpuld not be subject to 
the annual apprH|iktions*pj^ocess. Jh\s new device would undeI1n>n^• 
the intef2:rity of the budget process prpvided for imder the Congres- 
sional Budget Reform And Impoundment Control Act. It would in- 
troduce the nndesiriible precedent of mating payments to these tax- 
exempt entities in the form of *Hax refunds'' and could open a wholly 
new'avenue of subsidies to tax-exempt providers over and above their 
present ta.x exempt status withbut^.>crutiny within tbe formal ajinual 
budfiret process. 

Moreover, the proposal assumes that th6 use of the existing tax 
credit by proprietary pro\ iders and the proposed new direct Treasury 
pavmet^t to voluntarv and public agencies to help underwrite the 
^^alaries of former welfare recipients would generate an instant pool 
'^of Jow-income employees for day care centers and fauiily day care 
homes. 

We believe this assumption is overly optimistic, judfring by the 
experience folate, afifain drawing from what the Ti^asury Department 
tells us, with the similarly 'structured work incentive program tax 
credit and with tll^^)ew 20 percent tax credit for non-WIN recipients 
that wa5 added earlier this vear, bv you, Mn Chairman. 

White we defer to the Treasurv'Department for more complete 
^analysis of this issue as it fel^ites to the Long-Mondale bill wo note 
that for the 1973 tax year pc^minary figures compiled by the 
Internal Eevenue Service indicatethjit less than $10 million in credits 
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were* claimed iiader the WIN nieclianisin, witli most claims coming 
from large manufacturing corporations. And while it is too early 
to predict the precise impact of the new tax credit mechanism in- 
corporated in the Tax Eediictiou Act o| 1975, the Internal Revenue 
Serv ice is estimating that only $2 million will be claimed by employers 
this year. , ' ^ 7 

Fifth, this bill, following a 3 -month suspension of the penalty pro- 
visions of title XX, would once again put the Department back in 
the position we are in right now under title XX of having no option 
but to terminate all payments to any day care providers found not 
to be in full compliance with the 1969 YIDCSi standards as modified 
under title XX. Even assuming that the infusion of new funds ear- 
marked for day care would make a measurable diffoaence in the 
States ability to come into full compliance with those standards — 
I might interject here our experience with title XX — under the Octo- 
ber 1 deadline does not lead us to believe that is going to be the result 
bec-ause it has not worked— it is unrealistic to assume that all centers 
would acliieve this goal overnight, or that all centers could contin- 
ually maintain those standards regardless of changes in the economy, 
^changes in the availability of appropriate staff, and changes in other 
conditions which affect the operation of any service program. Under 
this bill, however, the Secretary would have no discretion to amelio- 
rate or suspend fhat penalty even if a State or a day care center were 
otherwise making an entirely good faith effort to comply. 

Sixth, and finally, enactment of this complex proposal would cre- 
ate an onerous admmistrative burdeiji on day care providers, the^tates, 
the Department^ and the Internal Eevenue Service — again, in our view, 
it seems.ti complete violation of the spirit and intent of title XX under 
which, we all agreed* the States were given great flexibility and free- 
dom to operate service programs without undue interference from 
Washington. ^ ^ 

These burdens would, result from the earmarking of one-sixth of 
all title XX funds, from adding tlie enriched matcliing rate for those 
funds, creating a complex intermingling of a portion of the title XX 
funds with the tax credit and the dil*ect payment mechanism author- 
ized for the nonprivate day^ care providers, and the need to ensure, 
which we think would have to be done, that any individuals hired 
to staff day care centers as a result of the tax credit or the^ direct 
payment will not simply be displacing workers already on the job. 

I?ather than either write nOw standards into the law or authorize, 
an additiqnal $500 million to underwrite the enforcefuent of the 1968 
standards which are-now jinder intense stiid^r,' we urge Coh^ress to 
take a middle coui'se, to act instead on the adniinistration's proposal— 
S, 2400) — as int roduced at our requei^t bv Senator Fannin. 

T'^'nder this proposal, the thrust of title XX enforcement provisions 
would be changed in such a way as to make it possible for the De- 
partment and the States to work together over the coming year to at 
once upgrade .day care services and arrive at a reasoned consensus on 
new standards for those services. 

This ^ould be achieved if the Congress were to a\^ favorably on 
'the adrhinistratioirs proposal to amend title XX in\lie following 
ways: \ \ 
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. First, remove the provisions expressly denying Federal reimburse- 
ment to any day care provider not fully in compliance with the 1968 
standards as modified in the statute. 

Secon(|^ make it clear to those States whose day care services are 
not provided in accordance with those standards, whether because of 
lax enf^tceltKmt in the past or because of lesser standards written into 
StatQ law^ thoae^ates must immediately hhg^n good faith efforts to 
upgrade day careN^rvices by bringing , staffing ratios closer to the 
1968 standards on a reasonable timeta)>le. i 

Third, give the l^^fcretary of HEW authority to reduce total Federal 
reimbursement for all title XX services by 3 percent whenever he . 
determines that a St^te is failing to make a good faith effort to up- 
grade its dav care services in a way acceptable to the Department. 
This would, by the way, bring the penalty exactly in conformity with 
the penalty that is in title XX for the other Federal requirements 
imposed by title XX. 

And fourth, to" mandate that in 'no instance will Federal reim- 
bursement be available for day care provided in centers or family day 
care homes which fail to ^jonform with applicable fire and life safety 
standards established by thd jurisdictions in which they operate^JHwrt^ 
is one feature we do not thinic oughts Ije re\axe^Jji4^Hfl?^y^ 
I think the committ^ a grees with xx^Tl ^ ■ ""^T^ 

What we are suggesting h^rH^^we think, a reasonable, enforceable 
penalty provision which ism be Strang enough to encourage the States 
to work with" the Department to upgMi^^*'^® care services in an 
orderiy ivav and on a reasonable timetable As I said before, this pro- 
vision wQuId parilllel the penalty provision^ of title XX establishing 
the States obligations to report on their administration of all social 
services programs funded under the act andWo certify that they are 
•not using, title XX f undaf to replace State ancHpcal service expendi- 
tures. Vndor those provisic^, the Secretary nyly, after reasonable' 
notice and opportunity for ahearing to the StAte, with due process 
built in, withhold all title XX funding" to the SWe-^rf^ernatively, 
withhold 3 percent of that fimding for a violation of either of these 
mandates. 

The key point here is that we would have flexibility. We would not 
have to improve a fixed, mandated 100 percent, retroactive penalty, 
which is what the States are suffering under right tliis minute. 

Should the Congress adopt the concept we have outlined here, we 
think the new pr6\nsions could be made coterminous with the imple- 
mentation of any changes in. the standards which may be. indicated 
following the appropriateness study. 

Given the authority outlined here, the Department could 
avert a possible shutdown of significant amounts of day care ^fcrvices 
and work effe<rtively with those States not now meeting or r^sonably 
approximating the FIDCR standards to upgrade their day care serv- 
ices. 'With the new authority to exact a 3-percent penalty against total 
title XX fiinding, wo trust that States will cooperate effectively and 
willingly in this area. 

We thank you very much, Chnirririan, for giving us" the oppor- 
tunity to be here and we would be happy to answer (iny questions. 

The Chairman-. Mr. Kurzman, looking at the firs* page of your 
statement, I rt^id, "There are those wlio believe that these standards 
are^no£ strict enough.'^ , ' 
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Now I read the next pani^?iuph, "And there are those who believe 
that these ^andards are far too rigid." Is that the view.of the people 
who are in charge of this thing down at the Department^ 

Mr. KuRZMAX. No. I think what we are concerned about is what we 
say in the very next paragraph. We think there are qu^ions about 
them, knd* there ar^ questions thai ought to be answered by the study 
which the Congress agreed 'witli us ^\e ought to conduct, but we think 
some standards ought to be there wliile we have the study. They ^ught 
to bfe there as a target', not as a flat mandate. 

The Chairman, Let me nsk you for the Department: -if you are 
going to have a standard, is this standard not strict enough, or is it too 
rigid? Now, What is tlie view of tlie Department on- that? 

Mr. KuRZMAN. Mr.^hairman, I cannot go beyond what I said. We 
agreed with the study idea because we are not sure. We think there 
ought to be a st^nddpi. We are very troubled by the concerns on both 
' sides of this issue tfi'dt tliey may be too tight. 

We are concenj^, for example, by the fact that since 1068 only 13 
States have come'anywhere near compliance with them, despite the 
fact that they are under Federal order. 

The Chairman. I^t me make my position clear on this. I think 
you can excuse a Member of Congress who has got 50 million problems 
to worry about — from the energy crisis to the war in Israel— for not 
knowing whether he should favor stricter standards or less rigid 
standards. think you could excuse someone who has 50,000 other 
things to do*f or aot kno wi ng that. ' 

But what is the excuse of your people, ybu, for example? These 
barons of HEW sitting here— being paid as much as we are and bemff 
paid for doing nothing but this— if they cannot make up then- mind 
whether they are for a stricter standard or a more relaxed standard? 
What is their excuse— these people who do not have to worcy about 
50,000 other problems-? 

Mr. KtJKZMAN. We do have a few other things, Mr. Chairman, other 
than daycare centers. 

The Chairman. But you have fpt some well-paid people down there 
that are supposecl to be experts m this area. You re^er tq the people 
\y]\o are supposed to be the experts. "Since their inception, these 
standards have evoked controversy among child care professionals.' 

Now what is the view of the child care professionals and those who 
speak for them at HEW? Do they think the standards are too strict 
or not strict enough ? 

Mr. KuRZJiAN'. I think there is conflict about it, Mr. Chairman. Even 
the professionals in the field simply disagree with each other. Xow 
sexi it every day in every field. 

The Chairman. Well now, if yoii have had since 1968—6 years— to 
think about it, and you cannot tell us whether they are too strict or not 

strict enough, then I do not' feel like voting through what we have 

already agreed to, to give you 4 months more to think about it. I think 

we better send for somebody down there who can make up his mind. 

How about the Secretary of HEW, Mr. Mathews? Can he make up 

his mind about this thing, whether they ai-e too strict or not strict 

enough? 

Mr. KuRZMAN. I think his vie\Yi^as he has expressed it to me, Mr. 
Chairman, is veiy clear, that he/fhinks the study is tlie appropriate 
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■way to go and that we should not degi-ade the^standaVSsT'Xle we 
have the study. . , f 'Tf< •V'*.*'^' 

The Chairmax. To me, all thai; means, is that yQit-iCife^ist ^vaiting 
• for another President to come in and sorve this problen>^ .Because it 
se^s to me you could either say, the standard \vas too Jtriot-of not 
strict enough. - ' ^ ' 

Senator Curtis. Well, that depends on your viewpoint.,,' 

The Chairman-. That is how it looks to this Senator. I did not say 
It seenied so to anybody but me, but it looks tqlme that all you want 
to do IS ]ust wait for another President to cbiJie m and solve the 
problem for you. The law requires tliat these standards be irtple-' 
mented, and you do not know whether they are too strict or not strict 
enough, and then you come in here and try to find a thousand things 
to quarrel about when somebody tries.to find an ansWfbto something. 

VVell, you do not liave one. All you are asking foris just to postpone 
m^rsand not to move in one direction or the«f her. % 

Mr- Kotzman. Isiv. Chairman^ the Congress agreed with that. It 
-was the Coitgcess that wrote lhat study into the law. You sai^J study 

'Fu' "^^ '^'^ ^y^^^ '^t "s do what you told us to *lo. 
.1 lA^'- We also said that this goes into effect on October 1, 

tliat If you have not implemented the standard, you do not get any 
FMeralmatchmg, did wenot ? . fe / 

Mr. KuRZMAX. That is correct. Mr. Chairman,~and what has hap- 
pened obviously IS the States have no intention of coming into com- 
pliance and did not have in terms of October 1. even when they were 
°?f,>^™re money. We tried to do exactly what your bill would do. 

io-r , s^^^V"" ^^^^^ compliance by October 1, 

19(0. and we offer you up to $2..5 billion of Federal funds to do what- 
ever you want to do, and they did not do it. 

*u'^^'®<£"'^'"V'^^'- ^^^^ ^^^^ more money. Why is it 

those btates that you mentioned are not using that $120 million? Do 
'it^witJ"^" S™P^y because they do n6t have the money to match' 

^^'■■j^r'*.'''''^^'- Tl>«* be. Mr. Chairman. Tfiey could have re 
ranged their priorities in such a way as to have adequate staffiii^ios 
to meet the 1968 standards, if they wanted to, even vvith the matching 
funds they had. They decided not to. They decided either not to have 
that much child care or to have child care on a different ratio, or to 
provide services for sonie other groups of needy people in their States, 
and that is their decision, Mr. Cliairman. That is the decision they 
made. •' 

TTie CiiAiRsrAN. Well, it is clear enough to me that the Stated are 
liard-pressod for money. I thought you knew that, and that they have 
not been able to match what thSy have now. That is one of the things 
we need to do : Find a way to help t hem find the funds to do this. 

iNow, r am rather dismayed that your people come up here con- 
fronted with a law which you are required to implement unless we 
amend it, and you cannot tell us whether that law goes too far or not 
far enough, and then you say, "Well now, we want to think about it." 

fj? not think that the Congress is going to give you that option, 

i> rankly, I have ]ust signed a conference report to give you 4 more 
months to fiddle and faddle around here, but if you do not know 
whether you want to move to the left or the right, I feel like asking to 
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send that thing Back to conference and just forget about passing some- 
thing to bail you people out of this thing when you cannot come up 
with anything other than a reqxiest for more time. You have had — 
what now — 6 years to try to decide whether that standard was too 
strict or not strict enough, and you cannot even make up your mind 
aboul thatJ 

WeN, that is all forthis Senator. Senator Mondale? 
Senator MoNDALE.^r. Kurzman, can you tell me for example ai 
3vhat, stage Iowa is at reaching the mandated standards and how much 
^ it would cost them to reach those standards? 

Mr. Kul^MAN. Sepfitpr, appai;«ntly^and this is based, as I imder- ^ 
stand it, on survey material that the SScial and Kehabilitation Service 
has compiled because Iowa does not have a statute, as far as we know, 
setting a standard. ^ 
' Senator SIondale. I am talkingabout the congressiwally mandated 
standards, 

Mr. KtJRZMAN. Yes. I gaffier your question is what are they actually 
doing in Iowa tWard, meeting it? ^ . 

They seem to have, from what we have got here in our mateirials, 
between ages 2 and 3, a l-to-G^ratiO', which is close, but not entirely in 
^ compliance: Between.ages 6 to 10, however, they go way up to 1 to 26, 
again, according to the materials we have available. 
Senator Mokdal£.* All right, now what is that based upon ? 
Mr. KuKZMAX. You mean these figures? 
Senator MoNDALE. Yes. 

Mr. Kurzman. I would be happy to ask Mr. Young to tell you. 
Mr. Young. Senator, we are s^ll in the process of getting good data 
on the actual performance. We have been conducting surveys for the^ 
last 2 or 3 years with centers, aod we have conducted interviews with 
State administrators. This is a compilation of thff best information we 
have available, and on the loAva data I do not know whether 4hatHs- 
based on actual center surveys or on discussions with State adminis- 
trative staff.- ^ ^ , , 
Senator Monbale. When was that information obtained ? 
Mr. Young. Mucli of this data goes back 2 years. We are in the 
process of doing surveys now. ^ ♦ ^ 
Senator Mondale. When, was that obtained ? • 
Mr. Youilfo. I will have to find outi I do ribt know when the specific 
Iqwa data was obtained. 
4 Senator Mondale. Do you think it is about 2 years old? ^ 

Mr. Young. Much of our data goes'back 2 years. We are currently 
doing liew surveys. . * , i . i 

. Senator MoNDALiMased upon this data, how much would it take . 
Iowa, how much woiWit cost them to get up to standards? 
Mr. -Young. Those computations we do not have at this time,*sir. 
Senator Mondale. Wdl, how can you possibly come here then, and ^ 
testify as to what it would cost and whether [States are in compliance 
when you do not know ? j . ^ - i 

Mr. Young. Well, we liave gross understandings of the national 
situation. « . i o j 

Senatpr Mo?fDALE. I just want to know abpiit a particular btate and ^ 
* how they are comingjand how much it would cto§t. ^ 

YoUNO^. One of the things we are saying is the uncertainty of 
; our situation.^ ^ ^ * v , ^ 
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Senator MoNDALE. The answer is you do not know ? | 

Mr. youNo. The ^nswer is we ar& condujcting a number of surveys 

in data development.' — — — 

Senator JMoNDALE. But you do not know. 
Mr. Youxa'That is correct. * 

Senator JIoxdale. So that when you criticize these standards and 
the difficjulty of .meeting them and the cost of meeting them, the truth 
is you do n^t know whether they are npeeting them, and if .not, how 
close they are'tjvmeeting them and how much it would cost them to get 
there ? Is thdt (forrect ? « 

Mr. Yorxa, On an absolute jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, that 
is correct. < 

Senator. Moxdale. All" right, and the figures you have are 2 or 3 
years old, even those that are Wse^ on surveys and s6 on ? 
^ Mr. Yot-xo. Yes, the bulk of it is. We df e conducting surveys right 

Senator Moxdale. ^d^that there^ is a^ood^dhgfii^Tii^^e figures 
that you do have, as vague as they are, ^jiderstate the degree to which 
the States are comi ng into compliances^ 

Mr. Yorxo. I tJ[unk,Va§;_you jrlluded yesterday, there are some dy- 
namics in State^that are moving. iYeJirfveS^some information on Min- " 
nesota, for example, hase^^njg^^^^tervii^ws in Minnesota, that tKey 
probably a^e ^MuUlO^effent in compliance which is a mucfi improved 
positioR^ver^t they were, so there are some dynamics in that situ- 
ation. 

Senator M^tdale. Well, the ^airman asked about whetW the De- 
partment had drawn judgments aji6\it the validity of these standards-^ 
- tliat IS, the importance tolhe^Mds^ and your answer to that is, it is be- 
uxg stud icd^_^ — ^ — ' 7 

And-tK?nUsked, where rife the States now? "What would that cost? 
And you say, that is bemg; studied, so since you do not either know 
whether it is important otf if it is important, wiiat is happening, how 
.can yon make any recommendations? ^ ' 

L^^^^^'^-^'i^* Senator, that is what the study you mandated in 
your bill called for. That is what we are supposed to be in the process 
of studying by law. It was not oui^idea. 

Senator Moxdai^. Would it not have been better then to come up ' 
here and say, we are against it.AVe do not know why, but we would 
hko to study it? ' - 

Mr.KuR7:ifAx. Wedidnot say wewerea^fainstit*. ^ ' 

S^natdf MoxDALK. That way we would not have to ask anv ones- 
tions. " , ' , . J ^ o p 

I Kr^^-5rAX..We ai-o saying we^arej^Wbled by the complaints on . 
both sulos. We are tt^oublod by the ?act tliat States have put up enox^ 
mous resistance on thjs, oven when offered (^normous amounts of nionev 
to com^ into compliance. Great, greatinrf tfsions of Federal funds were 
added to this program,, so wo are trdfibred Wtlio resistance. 

Senate MoxDALK.I^t us handle the politics of th(? problem. You are 
supposed to be the technicians. ' _ . ' 

Mr. KOTZMA^^ Tha^ is contact, and you as our b6arii of directors^ 
have told \is to study the i.oMom for 18 m/mfhs, and now you are 
cntiCTzing us l)ecauso wo iiav > ^1'^t fmishon the .c?tudy in 2 or 4 or 8 . 
n)^nths. . ^ ■ 
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• Senator 'M0KDAI.E. .No. I am criticizing you becausp you do not know 

^^Mn iSji^ax. I think we know same things. We know the States 
are not-coming into compliance with this, even when we ojter them a 
great amount of money and a firm cutoff of all of their funds if they 

do not do it. ^ ^ , , . . t i 

Senator MoxdaM. My time is- up. I asked about Iowa, lake 
Wyoming; how are they coming? . , \ . 

Mr. KuRZMAX. We wdtild be happy t&pvQ you for the record the 
information we do have now, Senaitor, and have all of the btates laid 
out that'^we know anything about. , , 0 - 
Senator MoKDAi^. All right, could we have that? ' - »^ 

Mr. KuRZMAX. We woulof beglad to.* 
Senator Moxdale. Thank you, ^fr. Chairman. ' - — 
*The CiiAiRiiAX. Senator Curtis. ^ * 

' Senator Cuims. Nbw, if the Mondale-Long proposal would become 
law, would it fix by statute the. number of cliildren per staff member 
that there should be for, say, children under 6 weeks old? 
Mr. Kurzmax. That is correct. Senator. 

- Senator Ctums. Right in the statute ? ^ 
' Mr. Kurzman. In effect, that is correct. ' 

Senator Curtis, ^Vliat other qualifications would it write into the 
statute? 

MrfKuRZjfAX. It would fix the staff/diili ratios by taking the 1968 
standards as mandated by title XX. <3 ^ 
Senator CimTis. It deals primarily with numbers? 
Mr. jtuRZMAX. That is correct. ' . . 

Senator Curtis. So in other words, if there is a daycare situation 
wl;iere a very capable, highly intelligent lady of considerable <?xperi- 
cnce and, training was liireil to take care of one infant xmder 6 weeks 
old and also takes Care ^ a 4-year-old, and because of her competence 
andr^physical sU'ength, ingenuity, and ability' as a general manager, 
;she can do h g^^d job of it, that situation would be in violation of the 

But if another StiUe hired one person to look after som\?body under 
6 weeks of age, and they were not dedicated, they were itot concerned, 
they were not conscientious, they may not even be clean and sanitary, 
and are.not„ti)0 sirtart, the latter State \yould be in compliance, would 
^ it not? • . . 

Mr. KuTizMAX- That; is connect. Senator. ^ 

Senator Curtis. That is why it is so distasteful to me for this . 
Finance Committee, which has no qualifications to do it whatever, 
should try to write by law the. care of tl\e kids over the country. I 
thuik it is^diculous. I think it just points to a state-nlanaged society 
' and poor care for children. . * * * '' t ' 

If ypu can, in n very fe>v words, omitting some of the lesser details, 
a^ in laymen's language, describe \yharthe Bartlett proposal woUld 

Mr. KuRZMAX. Well, it would essentially write into the law a set of 
standards witlx ratios, just like the ones that arc iii the 1068 .standards, 
but different ratios, that is all. TJiere are about double the number of 
children per adult in the Bartttett proposal compared to the Long- 
Mondale bill. * - » 

♦See table 1, p. 51. ^ , . ' 
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SenjttW Crjni.s Li-ss r(\stru'ti\e staiulanls, but tlioy wowU] write 
them irito la^? * _ . 

ife*. iCuR/.^r.vx. Exactly,.Senator. ' 

Senator Cnms. So it wonkl be easier for Oklalmina aud everv otlier 
State tp comply? ^ ' r ' . 

MtvJKuRZMAx. RVht. 

Senitor Crim^. (Jive me the hiune sort of ileseriptiou of the Loug- 
.'^ , Mojuljile. , ^ " 

Mr. Ki-RZMAN. It would write into the law the 1068 standards. It 
^ would impose the 100 perceut cut-off if States Failed to comply-— auto- 
matif' cut-off if States are not in total e^mpliance three months after 
enactment, and it would add another $."500 million to the $2Vo billion 
already available to the States. , . 

• • Senator Crinis. In other words, both of them would write the 
standards into law. and the Oklahoma proposal would l)e a little*' 
less strintront than thtrfeng-Monclale? 
^ Mr. KvnpiAS. That is correct. Senator, 

Senator f "rRris. Ami what is the Department *s ^ 
Mr. Ki KZMAV. The Department says let us <fo back to where we 
were UJoiv Octolfcr 1, leave the situation in the vstatus quo tliat wo 
have hmi m for S years. 7 yeai>.*, aiul let us continue to complete "the 
study whirh t luLXluJi^rress ordered us to have on the appropriateness 
and the cost of Federal dav-<-are ratios. 
Senator Crirris. And iu the interuu <rive some relief to the penalty?* 
Mr. Ki'KZM.w. That is corivct. S(iiuitgr. * ' ^ ' 

Senator Cnrris, Now. if T may ask one moiv question, does tlie law 
Jimityour.studv to merely the mimbei-s ratio? V ' 

Mr. KnwMAN, No. sir. Tt <roes into the whole question. ^ ^ 

Senator ('nms. I do not know whether it* is possible, but if it is 
possible to take into account the quality of the type of staffer you 
^rett vour IK-numth study would ^ive von au oppdrtniiity to explore 
that? * ' 

. Mi\ KrnzMAX. Absolutely, Senator. Tn fact. T mi<rht add here, back 
in 1071. l()7:i. the Departnieut became very concerned about this, just 
. the point yoii are raisinjr. that maybe the skill and the interest of — 
the eare <river mi^jht V relevt\nL_tohcnonanv you need for how niaivy 
children. It was because 6f that, as f see it, the 1972 provision^ was 
julopted. ^feezin<r us iutojunincr thelOf>8 st.andards aiKlnothin^r else. 
" So the CVnn-ress has kind of prevented us, up ^intil now. to do the 
. thinking wo think is lu^TSsu^y ah)n<r tjiesc lines, and fiiudly. in title 
XX. did ^rive us the authority to run a study and look into it in a 
rahotial. rea^onaJ)le way, to collecrthe kind of inforuuitioji we cannot 
collort. had not been ableio collect in^ tlie past, to come to -some kind 
of a reasoned jud<rmeu(. 

Seijjjitor Trims. T thijn1< it woidd ho a tra<ric mistake .for this com^' 
i!iittee, without any competence whatever, to fix in ri<Tfid statutory 
rennirements these thinnfs a'nd to do it on the basis of just numl>ei^. 
We would have a situation where, if a State was in compliance on 
the niunbers. they cotdd have a terrible situation, a terVible situation 
of inrompetence. unconcern, a <rreat many thin^rs. and still be in 
compliance, ' . 

Xow. T think that most of 'theni would prevent thatifrom happen- 
m<r. T^nt when we put human lives in i\ straitjacket of Federal lejris^ 
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latioiu we just fail to do justico to the situation. I am thoroughly 
convinced, just in the illustration that I cite, ^vhore sorfe very capa- ■ 
'ble and particularly dedicat<?d pei-sou \vho cares for Qhildin?n anct has 
the native intelligence to detect something can handle several young- 
sters, and to tliink tlurt^^e liare remedied some situation just by a 
numbers gaiite concerns me. ^ , r u 
I think T have^takou ^ftoce tune than I should.- 

- May J submit soiw-qlTosfToiirlT^ for tha record? It would save 
some time, ' ' ^ 

Mr. KrRZMAN.Absohitely, Senator. _ . ^ 1 ^u. 

[Questions propounded b^^^Senato^m-^ and an?^vers by Uie 
Department of Health, EducationTajKTWelfare, ToUowiJ 

Queiftion.'^VnaeT the HEW proposal what would happen to a State not Jn' 
complinncewlth-the staffing requirements? .f„f¥ Af wfw Re- 

- ATis\ver.--J[fa Stajfi r werMS^md not to l>e in conipliance, sta^ of the HEW Ke-- 

thorities in the State in an attem]p7trmch satisfactory ^^.^^^l 
lem. During the ne^jotiations. the Department would ^^^f\ i^^^^^^^ 
tUe State SIkJuUI these negotiations prove unsuccessful, the SRS Aaministratof 
v^^nh give, he StJe written notice of a hearing, to he held in not than 30\ 
n ore tlmu 60 dlvs, and the issues to he ad(Dfesse<l, Other interested parties V 
W>in7l mve opportunit; to parti^cipate in the hearing:. Following f "Sh erahon of 
The testimony nn<l post-liearing l)riefs, the Secretary wo.nld render Ins xlecKsion 

'''if nie"finistrat()r found that a State was out of eomplhince and not demon- 
strating good faith efforts to reaclj conjpliance. he would liave two options under 
Section 2003<e) : to wit^bold all fnrthef payments under title \X. or to reduce 
futu^^^^^^^^ XX payments hy 3 Pfrcent. until lie were satisfied tlmt there would 
jio longer ht failure to comply. . , , 1 tf^^^t^n ur^ thl 

I <?«rtf, -on -Would the present day eare staffingjtandards he affected hy the 

/"Tnswe7-^vl; the standards themsehTs would remain the same. But the en- 
foreement of them would change so that the standards remained as a goal in a 
real stie wav, not as a fixed Federal demand which inu< lie met in all States hy 

) a single date, after which all Federal funding must end if the requirements have 

"^Slon.— The AcUiiinistmtiou proposal e\em|Tts non-complying States from 
. uennltie^ if thev are making *'good fnith" efforts, Toukl you give some ill^istra-. 
, tfons III what ni^g^^ ^J^nod faith- on the part of the State in moving to. 

/ ward implementation of the Title XX day eare requirements^ 

VnVwer -T'nder the Administration's hill, ndherenee to 5^tate icensing stand- 
ardsaiHl those which relate io s-afetv and imitation would remain reffuirenients 
for Federal financial partici!)ation. For non-compliance witli other re^qiiirements. 
Kuch as ndult-child ratios, some indicators of good faith might he : • 

Installation of a management control s.vstcm to produce data on th« currcnr 
status ofliccnsnre.staffing/and enrollment of each facility. ' 

T'tili7ation of this svstem to assure that timely corrective action is initiated h> 
.suhstnudard faeilitics*. and tlmt children are removed from facilities with gro^s 

^^^Tl^c^devclopment of a timetahle for moving toward compliance, with specific 
milestones to measure achievement. 1 - 

Recruitment of additimial family (la\ ca^-c h<m\cs to increase the supply of ac- 
ceptable day care arrangem cuts availahle* ^„ „...^ 

Developing aufi ImpTcnienting. in coniunction with AMN. training programs 
%'nd nlaecnient of welfare recipients as staffhi day care facilities. , ^ , , 

Discontiuuance of the use of fhcilltles wiM^ll far short of mcctlni;standards\ 
- More specific Indicator^ will he develo|>ed appropriate to the conditlonf? found 
to exist In each State in which compllinmc is questioned. 

(?Mr^f/ori.--How man:^- States have not used the full amount of Title \X funds 

"^Answer —B^^^ on the August. 1075 estimates suhmltted hy the States and 
the States' request for grant. awards for tlie first two quarters of Hie eurrcut 
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(I^'YJTC) fiscal year,^ U a^nmi^l thaK^-^stfttei^ 
amount oCT4Ue.>^^ttuds^i;aiia^^ to tritntsi^Ttis^scalyear. 
<^«^ion.— tncler.TitleXX^^eviUuatfon l^^^ child cafe staiJ^ds iS 
_ealle(l for in the first halfof l^^:g ^g;th k U )o ^ earlier date? 

:r::^_^4ns\ver,— 'P^ie present Federal Fmeragene^IIl^^Car^ jRequTrementH- were 
^ .cle\en?^<id with The participation and rfnpiK>rt of a rnimDer t>^<ioneer^ie(i organiza- 
"'^:^majind Indixidnals. MudifUatitjnb sliuiild al^u tlie itarticy>ation of tliese 

- =^aigt^niect parti?s, i^i^well as^^iidy and testing? of altemati\'^§ intlm-fiel^ 

It f$ poi<sime tliat some oi tli?$5jm^FnitinH*«ttgei>^.Dia^Uiir Requirefimn 
^-pi^tttcula^ly tliose set forth fn 45>m^I4 tliroughTI.l^.lwhVli deal witC: 
educatioiiaf^rVtCPs^, -social i5ervii*t% healtlTand jiUtHB?n:?««lces, training of 
staff, parent involvemeijt. and ,adniinistRition and (roordi nation) colJtfJie claH- — 
fied antr stmplifie<Hit aii earlier date. BuULlie^tafling ratios, which areTtie^Stjse 
of greatest concern to the States, will require careful study, utilizing oK 
the time iK»rmitted by the existing law, to assure that sound decisions are made»^ 

Among the elements the department plans Jo incorporate in the study, or 
already has under way, are : - " 

An evaluation of all facets of State day care management systems, including 
licensing standards, client eligibility determination, fiscal management and' 
planning ; 

A study to determine the short term effects of varying child/staff ratios, class 
grouping sizes and levels of staff prqfessiojialism on ehildren of varying ages* 

A survey of day rare consumers— in volvingTntervlews with members of 25,006 
rei)resfmttaive househoVls— to determine Hje nati(jimr-i>attern of child care - 
arrangements, reasons for not using day-, care-^enices^iod tl^emtionship of 
day (;nrp to emplo yment pntterns; -7^-^ ^ - ' 

Creation of a inodel to estimate accurnl:elM4uu;fl§ t of f tiH Ci Hinnr anV with the 

* Jedcrol Interageney Day Care RequiremVnts; • V 

An ai)jp.lysisotall State day care lioensinfg codes ; and ^^^^T;-!^-— 
A »2i"l)er of bfber research projects and actlA^It^ designed to de^^Hop data 

es^^utmi to arnvmg at a reasoned consensus on api^r^ri^itii da v care standanls 
Throughout the cours^ of the study, the BepatUnenjSvill-^tia^fe closely V 

the States national child-cafirig^organizations, chTTd car<Lj?rofe^i<)nnls \in 

lUtf^restedTongressional staff members ' 

. Senator CvRtis. TJii^ is all, Mr. Chairman. 
. The Cn A iRM.\x. Senator Roth. * . 

Senator Rcmi/Mr. Secivtai^, a jirreat deal report<'dly han^ on this 
study that is bein^r made, but I ivally wonder whether th(j study will 
, provide that many answers. - • 

Istjiere any, really, one right approach, in this kind or aprbglam? 
I {JHTppose somewhent^along the line, somebody fias to m^ko a decision, 
hnr^'hether that should be done at tlie national level raises a scriojas 

• question in my mind. Do you really feel O^at this study, at the end 
of IH months, no matter how comoetent^ is'gbing to give us any more 

. dehnit ive answei^ in this ai'ea ? We liavc feeen arguing about the rates 
of students to leach^rsnn schools for as long as'I can remember. 

Is this really going to provide us a definitive answer, or are we asking 
youtodothe4mpossil)le?v - .si 

Mr. KuRZMAN. Well Senator, it is hard to know in advance of doing 
a afufO^ what its outcome will l^.* We certainly think it is going to 
help. We nvill be in a l>etter position than we are today to give you 
advice on what to do about a problem which, obviously, has taken 
' year's and years of controversy, and still tliere is no agreement about 
-54;hal ought to be done. We hope it wmII lead to some better answers. 

llm^^^yit is conceivable it will lead to the answers that the Federal 
HoveiTimeJtt^y^ have a single answer. But until we see what comes^ 
back, It is a littTS^Ai%ult to predict. 

T would be happyl^q have my col lea we. Bill Morrill, whose office 
IS running this study, Vive you more insight than that, if he can. . 
Mr. MoRRHJ.. rxt_me4u§luidd-bneay, to that; Senator :Roth. 
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The notion that if one loote.at sqiiie of the State statutes now, you 



see fairly largfe" ranges wliercy say, a given age group ranging, say, 
let us take a hypbtl^tica^l from'4Ho 1 to ^perhaps ^ mgh as 15 to 1. 
It seetas to me at least pkusibk that it \Vill be ha^d to say, maybe 
6 to 1 is precisely the right ^lumber and no ilher }s applicable in any 
* case. But It does^seem^it least reasonable thatVone^coiild narrow the 
range of dit^rence that naw oxists^^hat is, bXlookihg at betl\objective 
data, which \\*t^have goihg4» tlie stuiIyTttlsc^grceptions by consumers, 
providers and btbers, whicn*we are also coUecfiligr^lmt wc^ould^at 
least get that range down to a'dousensus number ^or a smaller ran^ 

olnnmbers. ^ - /. >i ^ 

Senator Roth. Senator Curtis referred to Jthe- problem of Congrfefes 
trying to fix a formula, and I must say I in picrt agree with him. At 
the same time, it does disturb me to delegate this authority to the HEW. 
I think, frankly, many of these judgments are subjective and ^ould 
depend very largejy on who happens to be in~the chair at the time. 

They, are all actin^r in {?ood faith; but how caii we delegate such 
broad authority to HEW, iis for example, to fi^ formulas and have 
them apply nationwide? ^ \^ \ • 

, To me, that has manj; pitf allsSlmost as the Congress itself trying 
to establish the standards itself . 
• Mr. KtJRZMAX. Well, I tljink in part it copies back to one of the 
points the cliairinan was making. It seems to me— and perhaps this 
is going beyond what I ought to say— but I tend to think it does 
not help, when a question is as complicated and obviously technical 
as this, to have to comq before you on a crash ba^is every few itionths^^ 
or, iildeed, every couple of years and rewritr^u^taute which freezes 
\ tlii^ethings into the law. It seems to me that thisi&^ustthe kind pf 
qimpt<>^^^ is Very difficult to deal \vith legislatively. It ought to 
l>e, m'our judgment, a more finely tuned, more flexible kind of question 
, which tiie Department lias some latitude to deal with. 

OHviously, we would want, to consult with you before we changed 
anything, kit I think .the kind of crash situation we $rot into just 
beifore October 1, and \Ve are stiH in, isaigt a very useful way to deal 
with the (ttiestion of what the standards ought to be in child care 
centers. That 4s what lc?d us to suggest that \k go back to where it 
was before 1972, betwen 1968 and 1972* wehn Congress left it to 
lis to set the standards and, indeed^in title XX you hhve gone back, 
to that. You have said they are statutory until \ve make this study, 
and then you gave us lee wav to change them after the study, 'assuming 
you did not change them first. We think that is the way it ought to 

There are some questions like this oi\e, which does get into a very* 
difficult professional kind of. area. -.via 

Senator Eoth. Do we try to set such standards for grade schools f 

Mr. KuRZMAX.No,pir. , * . v o 

Senator Rorit. Would there be intense opposition to that ? 

Mr. KftHZ^fAX. I would imacrino so. '.i t. 

Senator Roth. Is there wide variance between our pupil-teachet 
ratio in public schools throughout the country?' 

Mr. ICuRZMAX. That is my understanding. 

Senator Eomi. What id the range- of difference there? 
you have any idea ? 
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Mr. Morrill. T am afraid I rj^nnotXrospond to that. There are somo 
norms for elementarj^ school class siziAiu tlie twcnt^s to one ratio that 
are orenerally accepted but, they aveJnVo sense federally mandated in 
anyjashion. ^ " - ' 

Senator Rotil I have one'^ore question, "Mw Chairman. 

T would be interested in havin<r thftt information submitted. I woidd 
like to know what the differences are* Certainly, that is an area of 
^rreat study and experience that would be interesting to see. 

Mr. MoRHiLL. We can certainly see what the outer ranges are. 

Senator ^orii. It would be interesting to see with what certainty 
they doit in that area. 

[The foUQ^Yin«: was feuhse()uently .submitted by the Department of 
Health, ^:ducatioiu and Welfare:]" ~ : 

MEMORANDrM FrOM f>K^RTMKNT OF HkALTH. EDUCATION, ANR^ WVXFARE, OFFICE 

OF Education v 



m c,. , ^ V October 22, 1975. 

To: StepUen Kurtzmnn, Assistant Secretary (Education). 
From: Albert L. Alford, Assistant Commissioiier for Legislation. 
Suhjett : Pnpil/Tpacher Rntlosv \ 
Tills is to verify that you/ statement is correct, m^-response to the question of 
^ Spiiator Uf>th during the October 8 Senate Finance Cowiniittpe hearing on day 
'care, that the Federal government does not set a standard for pupil/teacher 
ratios The setting of classroom procedures has legally and traditionally been 
the riKht and responsibility of the State and local education agencies. 

Attached Is a copy of an NOES publication. Statistics of Public Elementary 
and Secondary Daf School.s Fall 1074. Tal5^ 7 on page 23 can be slihmitted for 
the Record In response to the Rotli request for Information on the vrange In 
pupil/ teacher ratlOsS. e * X 

Attachment. i 



TABLE 7 - PUPIL TEACHER RATIOS IN ENROUMENT, AVERAGE DAILY AnENDANCE(AOA). AND AVERAGE OAILV 
MEMBERSHIP (ADM) IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARmND SECONDARY DAV SCHOOLS, BY STATE OR OTHER AREA ANO 
CITY: FALL 1974 



Statt or othirana and city 
(1) * / 



Total 
enroll mint 
(inclutlts 
post- 
era duatts) 

(2) 



Total 
teachfrs 

(3) 



PupilAeachir PupilAiachir 
ratio in ratio in 
tnrollment ADA 



(4) 



(5) 



PupilAeachir 
r^io 
ADM 

(G) 



United Statist M5, 056, 000 ^ 2, 159, 000 >20.9 

AlatJma., . 764. 341 35. 380 ' 21.6 

Miiy* 86t 576 4,090 21.2 

Aowna 487,040 21,206 23.0 

Arkansas 454,406 20,671 22.0 

California 4,427,443 > 202. 929 21 I 

Colorado. 568.060 27,222 20.9 

Connecticut 660,067 35,474 18.6 

Otiawari 130,616 6,349 20.5 

District of Columbia 131,691 6.921 \ 19.0 

f'orldj 1,557,054 70,142 ^ 22.0 

?wr|» 1,081.415 '46,446 23.3 

Hawaii 177,030 7,106' 22.7 

^»ho 187,552 8,563 21.9 

'linols.. 1 > 2, 296, 241 M12,749 20.4 

nd«»M M, 186,800 M9,302 24.1 

Ipwa 6l7,4a5 .32,715 18.9 

^nui. 449,564 * 25,573 17.6 

Kentucky 701.373 31:755 .^22.1 

LpuUUni 840,742 42, 132 20.-0 

H*'M 250,643 12,017 20.9 

H^ylind 894,209 > 42,802 20.9 

Mtssichusetts M, 210. 100 67,200 M8.0 

Michipn 2.137.612 SO, 411 23.6 

Soo foojtnote at onci of tabi?. 



19.2 



20.3' 

19.7 

21.8 

20.2 

21.3 

19.5 

17.1 

18.« 

17.1 

19^9 

21.1 

20.5 

20.3' 

17.9 

21.6 

17.6 

15.8 

20.4 

18.0 

18.9 

IS. 5 

15.9 

21.2 



20. 



21.4 
20.4 
22.2 
21.3, 
21.6' . 
20. r 
11.6. 
20.3 
18.1 ' 
21.6 
-22.9 
22.5 

NA 
19.4 
22.5 
18.1 
16.7 
21.9 
19.7 
20.2 
20.1 
lt.0 

NA 
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TABLE«7 -PUPJL-nACHER RATIOS IN ENROJ.IMENT. AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE (ADA), AND AVERAGE DAILY 
MEMBERSHIP (ADM) IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND" SECONDARY DAY SCHOOLS. BY STATE OR OTHER AREA AND 
CITY: FALL 1974— Continued 



Statt or othe? area and city 
0) 



Total 
inrollment 
(includes 

post* 
fraduates) 

(2) 



I 

Pup>IAeacher PupilAeacher 
Total ratio m*. ratio in 
teachers enroll ment \ ADA 



(3) 



(5) 



PupilAeacher 
' ratio in 
ADM^ 

(6) 



Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri s 

Montana 

Nebraska... V 

Ntvada ^. 

New Hampshire 

New Jirsiy 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina. -..t-. 

North Dakota 

Ohio ^ -. 

Oklahoma. • 

Q^eion ... , 

Pennsylvania 

Rhodilstand 

South Carolrna.. . 
South Dakota. , 

Tennissee 

'oTejtaj 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virltn'ia 

Washinston 

WestVirctnia 

Wisconsin.. 
Wyominc 



8«9, 535 
513,476 
1,001, 705 
172, 158 
318, 792 
137, 051 
172, 117 

> 282, 3^ 
'» 3, 435, 847 

1,117,860 
133,241 

2. 330, 150 
596,310, 
476,^ 
» 2, 277, 447 
178, 662 
627, 205 
,153, 592 
W2, 819 

2, 78^296 
306,^388 
105, 376 

1,093,309 
785,457 
404, 441 
974, 333 
86, 584 



43,1ll7 

23,580 

26;015^ 
17, 367 
5, 616 
. 9,360 
0) 

'» 12,651 
J 188,961 
5V21 
7,577 
M 04, 512 
28,986 
22,300 
U10,300 
9,329 
27,104 
8.118 
39. 278 
133,759 
12, 515 
6,224 
> 53. 280 
1 33,584 
18,992 
48,541 
4,^15 



20.3 
21. t 
21.1 
19.1 
18.4 
24.4 
18.4 
0) 
22.3 
18.2 
23.0 
17.6 
22.3 
20.6 
21.4 
3 20.6. 
19.2 
22.6 
18 9 
22^ 
20 t 
24 5 
16.9, 
20 5 
23 4 
21.3 
20 1 
17 4 



Outlyint a/eas: 

Am irican Samoa 

Canal Zona 

♦ Guam 

Puerto Rico 

Virgin Islands 

OOD Ovirsia^ Schools 

Trust Tirritory of the PaciHc Islands. 
LartV Cities: 

iBaltjmori, fAa.f ..^ 

Boston, Mas* — .»-. • - 

Chicato. Ill 

Cleveland, Ohio 

Dallas,Tix ------ 

Detroit. Miclx ^ — 

' Hoyston.Tex. > — j^....-.. 

Indianapolis, Ind.-^..- 

. Los Anteles, Calif: 

Memphis, Tenn 

Mllwaukii. Wis 

NewOitians, La,.;. ' - . 

New York, N.Y ^. . 

Philadtlphia, Pa 

Phoenix, Ariz 

St. Louis, Wo 

San AiUonlq, Tex. 

San Dieto, Calif 

San Francisco, Calrf . . - ^ - . 

Washinfton, D.C.- 



10, U6 
U, 311 
28, 184 



23, 3- 



173, 198 
87, 183 
536. 657 
134,997 
151.215 
263,011 
211,369 
87. 642 
607,i06 
115.846 
118,856 
95,738 ■ 
1,094,859 
s 266, 044 
173.003 
90,611 V 
61,708 
123,214 
72,i75^ 
131,691 



666 
608 

1,326 

» 0) 
0) 

7, 939 
4,952 
23.846 
5,001 
6,518 
9, 596 
8,825 
^,tl7 
. ^"29.446 
* 5.770 
5,W6 
. 4,764", 
• 61,970 . 

^ ) 11, too 

8,040 
3,828 
» 3, 101 
' ^ 5,429 
' 4, 448 
6.92t 



15.3 
18.6 
21.3 
0) 
17.4 

<*) 

21.8 
17.6 
22.5 
27.0 
23.2 
27.4 
24.0 
23.0 
20.6 
20.1 
t 2L6 
20.1 
,R7 
3 22.5 
21. S 
23.6 
22.2 
^22.7 
16.3 
19.0 



19.6 
20.2, 
yl8.5^ 
17.7 
17:2 
22.4 
17.0 
0) 
21.3 
16.1 
21.7 
lfi.9 
20.3 
19.1 
19.6 
19.2 
18 0 
20.4 
lt.0 
21.0 
118 
22.9- 
16.1 
. 19.0 
21 8 
19.6 
18 7 
16.5 



13.8 
17.7 
20 2 . 

15.5 
(») 

16.7 
16?3 
117 
22.7 
19.7 
26.6 
2). 9 
20.0 
19.9 
19.1 
19.1 
17.9 
14.3 
19.4 
20.5 
19.1 
19.9 
22.1 
16.3 
17.1 



20.3 
2L5 
NA' 
117 
17.6 
24.1 
18.2 

(0 
22.3 
17.8 
22.7 
17.5 
21.9 
20.3 
20.fi 
20.6 
118 
21.8 
18.8 
22.2 
20.5 
24.4 
16.9 
^20^^ 

NA 
20.9 
20.1 
16.-9 



NA 
116 
21.2 

^a 

21.7 
115 
21.0 
26.0 
22.^6 

NA 
23.3 
21.7 
20.2 
19.9 
21.4 
19.9 
17,2 
22.9 
21.2 

NA 
22.1 
22.5 
16,5 
118 



» Total includes istimatis for nonreportinf States. 
> Revised from previously published data. ^ 

* Data are estimated by reportinl State. , 

* No report 

NA— Data not available. 

Source; "Statistics of PuW.c Elementary and Secondary Day Schools, Fall 1974" prepar^td by the National Center for 
Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Health. Education, and Welfare. 

' Senator Roth. The final question concenis something that bothers 
e a little bit. You yourself admit that the experts have great dif- 
en^es of opinion as to what i§ right in this area. The question has 
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s ^ « 

also been raised as to your expertise. And I tliink Senator Ciiitis prop- 
erly raised tlie question of our own expertise. But wo are still tryine 
to force p^ple to move in aspedfic direction. 

We dress it up and talk abouTacting in good faith. But people back 
h^iiie are tired about i-eguhitions that are not nieanin^rful. Hei;c we 
are ^considerui^ legislation that would you the power to reduce 
funds if people do not live in good faith with objectives that we are 
notatalUertainaredesirble. • 

Now, nol^dy will qiiarrel with the safety standards. But I wonder 
about the durability, dXring this iS-inonths study, of putting into 
legislation an crt)ligation on you to impose re*rnlatiohs on the States to 
act in good faith on standards we might change to put it mildly k 
confusing. 

Mr. Ki ^iw>r.\x. ^Vell, Senator, I can nn delist and your question. 
One of the |)roblems here— ii^d I think people are very much con- 
rerned about it in general— il, when governcment is very, very in- 
consistent and changes* couises very, vej v .sharply and goes, first in 
one direction and thefi in another direction and just does not know- 
where it ought to stand : we share that concern. • 

We feel that sin(»e thqsc standards have been a target, they have 
been a goal, and they have been out there since 1068, that|i/itil we 
. come to some sorf^ of a consensus about how to change them, we 
ought to try to keep them there as a goal and to work with those, 
States that are most out of compliance, the ones that really are the 
furthest from them, in helping them upgrade thciY standards to- 
wai-d that goal. So we think it is a wise idea not to have this very 
very sharp reversal of Federal policy during thisstudy. 

But by the same token, we do not think it makes such sense to have 
an absohite, draconian, 100-percent cutoff, i-etroactive, and .all of 
the rest^while that study is going on. ^ 

' KoTH. Mr/Serretary, it just bothers me, and I am not 

criticizing what you aro saying; I iinderstniul the problem yo\\ are 
in. But von take a State that is 8f>^)r f)0 percent in compliance, and 
we say thdt vou move forward in good faith, you are going to have 
to nmve to 100-percent compliance. Tlighteen months later, we finish 
a study that finds that these object ives, these goals, these formulas,, 
whatever yon want to call then, are not, at least in the opinion 8f the 
study, the best ones. So we ihen move awav from these standards. 

Tt is also proposed that we spend roughly one-half billion dollars to 
'^^u'pplement them. That bothers me very greatly. Verv frankly, the 
States as well as loc^l governments, are spendiuix much more inonev 
than thev have in the past. Thev are running out of funds. And as I 
look at the Federal budi^et, I do not reallv think that we have t^he 
funds available in Washinirton to supplement these goals and ob- 
jective^that raise such a serious qnestion. 

I agree with yon. Senator Mondale. There is no more critical area 
or sensitive area than child care, but J hate to see action and move- 
ment just for thv sai^e of action and movement when we are not posi- 
tive we are doingthe right thing. T think this raises some \ery substan- 
tial nuestions tliftttlik Congress should be concerned with. 

That is all Tha\V>^fi\ Chairman. 

The Ohairmax/T have a series of questions which should be an- 
swered for the record, and T hope that you would iret me this informa- 
tion before the day is out, if yon would. Some of it you could answer 
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right here, but we m^<jtUo move ahead uith this heariiig, muW would 
CN appreciate it if you would get that to us before the day is out. , 

Mr. kuRZMAX. We ^vill respond as fast as we can, Mr. Chairman. 
^..^^^^ [Question^ propounded by the ehairnuin and ani>^ver.s supplied by 
the Departnient of Health, Education, and Welfare follow:] 

Question 1. There has been some hUgg(»^stion that S. 2425 would cost a lot of 
new money and that the l»re«ident might veto it. IJj my reckoning, Vm-tv should 
aJ&u be bume significant &a\ ings to hoth the Ftnleral and State governments in the 
Food Stamp and AFDC programs, if we in f^ct «nd jobs for i;eoi)le on weifare 
When you prepare cost estimates fur this bill uill you include savings that we 
uiiglit expect in both the Federal and State budgets? Would you also supply an 
« estimate of the increase In AFDC costs which may result if child care centers 
\ have X.O serve fewer children because no funding is provided to meet the new Title 
XX standards? ' . , , 

QuuJtUm 2. WouUl you supply tor t,he record a table showing which States are 
now substantially in compllaace with the Federal staffing standards required 
by Title XX, which States coutd come into compliance with rehiti\''elj minor im 
proveinents in their existing staffing patterns, and which States wotUd require 
♦ major increa.ses iii staffing in order to comply? In preparing this table, please 
be .sure it xt^fl^cts the general practice in FederaUy funded, child care programs 
and simply tlie oHlcial State Uccnsing standard. 

ANSWERS 

Till:? department believes, as noted in Assistant Secretary Ku^zman's testi- 
mony i before, the Conuulttee on October 8, that the true Federal cost of S. 2425 
\\in\\k at least equal the $500 million that wouhl be authorizetl under tli6 bill. 
Thisf estimate is bavsod on the assumption that virtually aU States w(>uld use 
any hew funds provided not only to upgrade day care provider staffing ratios 
wheite necessary— the stated purpose of the biU— but also to refl nance <• existing 
day pare service costs iu order to capitalize on the more favorable matching 
rate uutliorized under the bill. States could then re-direct Title XX funds now 
devoted to day .care to other service priorities or to expand day care services. 

njis possible that the true Federal cost of this bill cofild exceed the $500 
mUllon In new service funds it would provide. This conUl occur if a signif- 
icanf; number of States and day care providers chose to take advantage fully of 
two of the bin's provisions plus a provision of existing law. The two provisioas 
of S. 2425 referred tt) here are. (1> authority for States to use funds providofl 
. undor the bill to nmtch 80 percent of the first $5,000 in annual wages paid to 
weltare recipients hired as day care workers, and (2> authority for States and 
ncm-prolit day cnre providers to use a new direct Federal payment meclianissm to 
match tlie remaining.20 percent of such wages. Troprietary day care x>roviders 
could use the existing tax credit authorized under Section 40 of the hitornal 
Uevenue Code to match the remaining 20. percent of such wages. 

it is Impossible to predict the extent to which States and day care providers 
might take advantage oC Hiese provisions. However, the Department has deter 
ndned that if all day care staff pcKsitions needed to bring all day care centers 
and Kroup care facilities into full compliance with' the 1908 FIOCR standards 
were filled with welfare recipients, the new Federal cost would far exceed any 
Federal aad State savinp^s in AIJDC payments that might be realized. 

As the following charts indicate. State's estimates— along with Department 
projections for States unahle to pro\ido estimates in the limited time avail- 
abh* — show that approximately 15,500 new day care workers would be needed 
to bring center and group day 'care facilities into full compliance with the 
FIOCR standards. Wages for tht»se individuals would total approximately 
$102.1 millioii per >ear. If 100 percent of these were to be filled from among the 
AFDC population, nnd if the f^tates and day care providers were to use the 
tax credit nnd direct pavinent mcHhanism authorized under S. 2425 in each case, 
net new Federal costs would l)e alxait $83.3 million per year after allowing 
for AFDC .♦savings of $13,S million. Net State AFDC .savings wouUl be about 
$6.4 million. 

If only 50 iwrceut of these positions Were to he flUed with welfare recipients, 
net new Fe<leral costs wouhl be afxmt J582.r) million after, offsetting with AFDC 
savings of about $0.0 million.. In this case, States w^oukl exi)erience a net in- 
crease in costs of ab(^\it $6.0 million. 
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We are informed by the Department of Agriculture that It is no^ possible ta pro- 
ject the level of Federal savings which^iglit accrue t)mugtx reductions in Food 
Stanip entitlement that would oc^ur ^ttiong reciplepts who might be hired as day 
care workers. Such savings cannut be accurately estimated in the absence of data 
on the average household size of those who might be hired, the anticipated aver- 
age income dfdiictions of this group, and other Food Stamp eligibility ^fa.ctors. 
However, the Agriculture l^epartment notes that it is probable that fe\ver than 
half of any recipients hired under this bill would become totally ineligible for 
Food Stamp aid. The Agriculture Department further notes that since the aver- 
age Food Stamp entitlement per eligible household is $70 monthly, or ?840 ^a- 
nuaHy, whatever the level of Food Stamp savings that might accure under 
2425 would necessarily be far less than corresponding savings ia AFDC costs. ^ 

To compile the data shown on the ^cconapanying charts, the Department con- 
ducted a telephone sur\ey of all States and the District of Columbia during the 
week of October 13-17. 197:> to obtain the States' own estimates of the Anticipated 
additional staff and costs of bringing all day care providers into full cfompliance 
with the 19C8 Federal Interagency Day Care Kequirements ^FIDCI^) as^p^p 
fled under Title XX. In those instances where States could not provld^ O^yiii- 
mate within the tlmjr available, the Department projected antlcip^it^<cos^ 
increases using a ni>mber of factors, including, census estimates' of/CjHuren i^ 
day care; known day care utilization: factors, and th^ tfiflTeren^^^Ajf^Jve^ the 
FIDCR staff/child ratios aiid Stat€ day carellcenslng^iiridaMsr ^ 

The foll6\\lng tables represent the. results of the stlrve^^mbined with, the 
Department'.^ projection of increased Title XX cOsts for fhose States unable to 
provide tli^»ir own estimates. The latter states are desigiurfed by an asterisk, Xote 
that all estimates provided by tile Stages are unverifii 

Tal'lel contains the following in/orniation : / 

1. The number jof States reporting either substant^l Compliance witli the 
FIDCR staiidard^r (8 S^tes desigiiated '*S/) and the nflmber reporting that 
onljL minor i;np^venv&nts {c.g„ the addition of feyyer than 2 staffs P^J^ps 
per 100 children i;>,day tifti:^) could ife needed 'to comply fully (SlStates 

/ ' designated '*M'") , Columns 4 and 0)/ 

2. Tlie ostimatwl increase in c*osts that Would be incurred we recall States 
to come into ml compliance wit> the RIDCR siandanls, (Columns 2 through 
5). ^ X ' * 

NotOytlmt Table I provides esj^nates relating to anticipated increases in Title^ 
XX-subsidized da> care only^Xeither the States nor the Department can, at this' 
time, anticipate probabltj added costs to non-Tit lt> XXdlgible families who pur- 
chase day care services from centers whicfi have to meet the FIDCR require- 
ments if they wish to enroll Titl<;;,XX-eligible children. 

Table II ,rex>ref5ents the States' estimates (and Department projections for 
5itat(*s unable to prpvide ^estimates within the tini& available) of the following; 

1. Tlie estimated number of additional day care workers that would be 
^ needeyl to bring all Title XX day care center services I nt^fulV compliance 

. with ^ the FIDCU standanls, (Man.\ States were uhahle within the available 
tinie Ia) provide estimates »»f the need^ fdr additional family day care workers,) 

2. The estimate<l monthly re<lurtion in AFDC benefits (Federal and State) 
which might result if all of these jobs were filled with welfare recipients, 
plus an estimate of monthly AF^C .^HVings if ^one-half of these jobs went to 
recipients. Tliese estimates represent net monthly anticipated AFDC sav- 
ings after allow a nee for the c(»st impact of AFDC Income disreganls, w ork re- 
lated exi>en.ses, and the cost of child care for children of recipients so em- 
ployo<l.' * 

Xelther the Oepartnient nor .the States Jiave been abl|>« In the time available, 
to develop an estimate of increi^.sed'AFDC costs tlrtit^ght l>e expected if child 
care centers were to serve fewer children in air c(f<m to bring/child ratios into 
Scompliance with the FIDCU standanls.' 

Table III. di.^cu.s.^ed in summary above, repr6ents the Department's estimates 
of the net Federal-State co.st of filling the^,500 day care, jobs estimate<l by the 
States (and projecte<l by tlie r)epartment-in the case of States unable to provide 
estimates ih the time available) as ne<^e<l to brin^ day^care centers and group 
care homQs into full* compliance with the FIDCR standards. 

As noted in Uie summary discussion aln^ve, this chart presents C08t estimates 
base<l on two alternative i)remi.ses. in the first.^it is assumed that all 15,500 jobs 
are flUetl with ^welfare recipients and tliat alb employers take full advantage of, 
the A^lstln^* taic cre<lit or the new^ direct Federal payment mechanism provided 
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for in S. 2425, and In the second, it [» asnmetl that half the jobs are filled with 
recipients under the same conditions. 

Note that the estimates on this chart relate solely to the costiJ that might be 
associated with those jobs. However, it must be restated that the Depart- 

ment believes the States would actually expend $50Q million or more in new Fed- 
eral funds were S. 2425 to become law. 

TABLE 1.-STATE ESTIMATES OF INCREASED COSTS ANO STAFF UNOER TITLE XX 
> TO MEET FIOCR STAFF RATIOS FULLY 



Centers and Additional staff 

Total additional croup homes Family day per 100 children 
public cost costs cart costs ^ for centers or 

fToups 



Total $102,147,220 

1. Alabama 600.000 

2. Alaska l-55?-SS2 

3. Arizona '..r. 3.304.032 

4. Arkansas » 0 

5. California 19,344,000 

6. Colorado 672.456 

7. Connecticut 1,776.000 

8. Deliwi>t..» 250.000 

9. District of Columbia 690. OOO 

10. Florida .. 4,596.000 

11. Ceorfia.-. 3.642.000 

12. Hawaii 2M.000 

13. Idaho - - , .iO'SSS 

14. Illinois .1,800.000 

15. Induna , 1692,000 

16. Iowa I'^l'i^ 

17. Kansas ^''^SJ-O?? 

18. Kentucky* , 92.612 

19. Louisiana „ 2.340,000 ' 

20. MainH 0 

21. Maryland i-?20.000 

22. MassKhusttts > !• ?92' SSJ 

23. Michttan 2,250.000 

24. Minntsota 3.618,000 

25. Mississippi" 0 

26. Missouri 870.000 

27. Montana 170. 576 

-28. Nebraska' 303,045 

29. Nevada 6.000 

30. NcwHampshirr. 393.930 

31. NewJers«y» ^,0 

32. Niw Mexico 576.000 

33. NiwYork*.^ o c,2 

34. North Carolina 2,910,528 

35. North Dakota 222,000 

36. Ohio » .1.. „9 

37. Oklahoma 6.286.776 

31. Orejon 60,000 

39. Pennsylvania 2,648,000 

40. Rhodi Island" 125,000 

41. South Carolina 1.169.823 

42. South Dakota... 1 ^'95? 

43. TtnntssH 2.082,000 

44. Tius 9.400.000 

45. Utah i 2.950,000 

46. Vermont , ZIJ'SSS* 

47. VIrifnia ^-SJJ'SS 

48. WasHnlton M, 250, 000 

49. WtsttVlrtinia . JS'255 

50. WiKd^sln 10,000.000 

51. WyomVi *.. 250,000 



595,509,360 ^,637,860, 



600,000 
1.200,000 
3,034,032 
0 

♦19,344,000/ 

44ir^ 
« 1?776, 000 

250,000 
* 330, OOO 
« 4, 596, 000 

3.642,000 
250,000 
10.000 
l.tOO, OOO 
1,692, 000 

1.389. 440 
« 1,060. 000 
92. 612 
2.340.000 
0 

680,000 
200.000 
2,250.000 
3,618,t)00 
0 

« 870, 000 
ITO, 576 
184.000 
, *6.000 
268,930 

0 

•^84,000 
0 

> 2,680, 521 
« 222, 000 



5,^312. 556 
0 

2,368.000 
0 

1.148. 223 
500.000 
> 2, 082, 000 
t. 200, 000 
2.700. 000 

624.000 
1,626,000 
4,000.000 

425,000 
10,000.000 

' 150.000 



mooo 

/27a 000 ' 

(*) 

* 231,000 
0) 
0) 

360,000 
0 

'I 

0) 
0 

' < 0) ' 
(0 

0 

340.000 
,1. OOO. 000 • 



(») 
0 



119. 04S 
125. o8J 
0 

192.000 
0 

^ 300.000 
0 

974.220 
60.000 
280.000 
125,000 

21,600 
0) 

1.200,0^ 
250,000 

90.000 

250.0^ 

0) 

100,000 



1.74, 
68.5 
14.3 

0 

*6.2 

4.6 

/.95 
*4.7 
«6.7 

4.97 
5.02 
7.7 
3.11 
22.0 

6.1 
♦5.69 
1.38 
1.94 
0 ' 

2.5 
.43 
7.1 
4.98 

0 

*5.1 
4.4 

1.77 
♦3.3 
5.2 

0 

K02 
0 

6.4 
M.0 

0 

7.5 
0 

2.4 

0 

3.9 
13.3 
♦5.1 
15.0 

3.6 

9.4 
♦4.1 

15.6 
14.2 
10.0 

1.1 



I Minor irAprovtments nteded for compliance 
) Statts umblt to providt tstimates. 
* Substantlll compiianct vvith staff ratios. 
<Simulatfd 
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TABLE 2,-EST|MAnO MONTHLY AFOC SAVINGS FROM EMPLOYMENT AS CAREGIVERS 



Reduction in Cost of diy 

crant per cart to those Rt^tlction in 

employed r^o lonier on ^rant net of ^ 

person AFDC daycare 



Number of 
iobs 



Monthly 
savinfS at 
100 pe(ctnt 

'employment ' 



(1) 



(2) (3) = (l)-(2) 
— 1^ 



(4) r5)«(3)x(4) 



Total ^. . 

1. Alabama 

2. Alaska 

3. Arizona 

4. Arkansas 

5. California 

6. Colorado 

7. Connecticut 

t. Delaware 

9. District of Columbia 

10. Florida.. 



11. Georfla 

12. Hawaii 

13. Idaho! 

14 niinoisi, 

15. Indiana . . . . 

f 

16. Iowa 

17 Kansas 

It. Kentucky 

19. Louisiana 

20. Maine 

21. Maryfend,/ 

22. Massachusetts....}. 

23. Michifan 

24. Minnesota 

25. Mississippi 



26 MIssoun ' 

27. Montana 

28. Nebra-y^a.. . 

29. Nevada......... 

30. New Hampshire.. 



31. New Jersey 

32. New Mexico . . . 

33. New York 

34. North Catolina. 

35. North Dakota. . 

36. Ohio 

37. Oklahoma . 

38. Oregon 

39. Pennsylvania... 
40 Rhode Island.. 

41. South Carolina:. 

42 South Dakota.. 

43 Tennesset 

44 Texas . • . 

45. Utah 

46. Vermont 

47. Viriinia 

48. Washi niton... 

49. West Viriinia . 

50. Wisconsin . 



51. Wyomini . . . 

52. American Samoa. 

53. Guam, 

54. Puerto Rico. . . . 
55 Trust Territory 



109 

130 : 

172 . 
•0 
130 . 

157 . 
130 . 
130 . 
130 . 
147 . 

123 
130 . 
130 . 
147 . 
136 . 



M24 



127 ... 
1« ... 
136 ... 
137 
0 



lor 

0 



104 . 
130 , 
199 . 
123 . 
0 

\i2 . 
130 . 
139 . 
130-. 
130 . 

0 

130 . 

0 
179 
188 . 

0 

221 . 

' 0 
111 . 
0 



116 

124 

130 



0 
61 



106 



130 
226 . 
130 
168 
115 . 



130 



-15 
130 
172 
0 
130 

157 
. 130r 
130 
130 
147 

123 

130 

130 

14/' 

136 

127 
148 
136 

• 36 

0 

104 

130 
199 
123 
0 

123 
130 
139 
J30 
130 

0 
130 

0 
118 
118 

0 
228 

0 
111 

18 

146. 

• 10 
124 

130 

130 ' 

226 

130 

168 

115 

130 



122 
, 100 
^ 684 

0 

3. 224 

100 
296 
14^ 
55 
766 

607 
52 
100 
305 
376 

167 
177 
30 
500 
0 

80 
42 
450 
400 

0 

145' 
6 
31 
1 

59 
0 

40 

0 

436 

37 

0 

• 569 
0 
74 
0 

175 
150 
347 ^ 
1.514 . 
350 

113 
271 
550 
85 
U740 

27 



$2, 103, 483 
-1.830 
104,000 
117,648 

.0 

419,120 

15, 700 
38,480 
18. 850 
7, 150 
112, 602 

74,661 
6, 760 
13,000 
44,835 
51,136 

21,209 
26, 196 
4,080 
18,000 
0 

8, 320 
5,46( 
89.55& 
49,200 
0 

17.835 
780 

.4,309 
130 
7,670 

0 

5,200 
0 

41,118 

^6,956 

0 

129, 732 
0 

8,214 

. 0 

3,150 
21.900 
3. 470 
187, 736 
45. 500 

14,690 
' 61,246 
71,500 
14, 280 

200, 100 

3,510 



56. Virfin Islands. 



I Monthly savings at 50 percent employment, $1,051,742. 
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TA81E 3. -ESTIMATED ELEMENTS OF COST ft€LAT£0 JO MEETiNC TrOCR STAFF RATIOS 
UNDER S. 2425 



Estimated 
cost to 
comply with 
FiDCR ratios 



Federal cost 
for 1st 

Estimated $5,000 
(lumber of wafes per 
employees employee 
needed <100 percent) 



Federal 
cost for 
wafes <n 
exess of 
-^.000(80 
percent) 



Federal 
AFDC 
savings 



Net 

Federal netState 
cost savin|S/c0S| 



If AFDC recipients . 
flit 100 percent- of 
additional )ob$..r. . 



if AFDC recipients 
fill SO percent of - 
additional jobs 



$102, 147,220 > 15,500 



U77,500,000 519,717,776 513,«$2,987 »3,334,7«9 -56,429,384 
38,750,000 50,717,776 6,941,497 82.526,279 6,900,037 



« Averate waft $6,590. 

O«e»fion. Do you have any estimate as to Jiow many chiUlreii under age 6 Q,ve 
affected by the stafifti^ requirements in Title XXV How many under age 3? Could 
Vou provide this information on a State-by-State basis for the record?^ 

Answer. Th!rty-oi\e States were able at this time, to provide estimates of the 
i>ercentagcsonehlUlrt»n Mithiu these age groups who axe now receiving day care 
services subsidized by Title XX funds. Their reports are presented on the follow- 
ing table. . , 

In summary; tUescA'Staies reportecl^ftge dis^Fib^itioiw'hs'follows : ^ $ 

* , ^ , t ' Percentage' 

, ^ . • * of children 

nnder3 ^| 7 - 

' Ill 

0 1111(1 over ' — ^ 



Total — ^ 100.0 

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN IN CENTERS AND GROUP DAY CARE AS REPORTED BY THE STATES 



.Total. 



I. Alabama 

2 Alaska 

3, Arizona*. 

4 Arkansas *- - 

5, Catlfornl3...,A.. 

6 Colorado . - 

7 Connecticut. 

'8 Delawart 

9 Dlsttict^ol Columbia 

10. FlorWa...;,...^-..- 

II. Geortia — 

42. Hawaii 

13. Idaho 

14 Illinois 

Ih Indiana - 

16, Iowa"., / ..\ -'- 

^ 17. Kansas......: 

18 Kentucky... - ..^ •■• - 

19. Loulslapa... 

20. Maine.. , 

21. Maryland 

22. M;fssachusttts 

• 23. MIchlian 

- 24. Minnesota i - 

,25>Mhjl$JlppL--. - 



Under 3 
-<» — 


" 3 


4 to5 


6 to 9 


10 to 14 


1 17. 202 


» 33, 400 


5 83^806 , 


* 23, 019 


4 20,359 


1,627 


2,216 


3.061 


80 


12 


997 
500 


806 
100 


U597 
300 


1,110 
100 


256 
140. 


207 
35 
504 
0 

3,485 


40O 

1,000 
540-" 

3,i^2 


1.004 

' 3,000 
. 522 

600 . 
3.422 


474 ' 

0 
180 

1.107' 


79 
0 

^ 54 

130 
1, 107 


520 

. 65 


4,617 

- 300 


6. 099 


2. 169 
223 


227 

• 25 


soo 


4,000 


4. 364 


492 


155 


500 




1,000 


200 . 


39 


" 5 


'"240*" 


\ " 573 ■ 


61 


32 


0 


1260 


1,833 


75 


25 












225 


458 ' 


'l,183 ' 


245 


; *'253 



^ kit DIStRlBUTlON OF CHIlDRtfl IH CEfiTERS AND GROUP DAY CARE AS REPORTED BY THE STATES-Con. 

Under 3 3 4 to 5 616 9 10 to 14 



-X- 



26 MI$worU .-cfT... !. , 

•21 Nebr«1ca..! ^. ' 1.082 4S 757 829 , 432^ 

29. Ntvada U 4 g 5 2 

30. NejapWmpjblre^ 60 2S0 675 . 116 ,10 

^H- IJewJersfV.-... 5*.. ; 612 9,364 8,400 - 3,892 

32. NewMex^c6 ^ - 391 1J74 • 1,9W 196 196 

33. Ne*cYofk »_ 

3J MS*"*!!"* « 3;662 .■2;612 ' 303 184 

3S. North Dakota... "... 

-3f-0hlQ - 270 * 1,120 4,21? 2,220 150 

37. OWahoma 2,497 1,259 2,166 1.423 236 

38. Oregon , ^. . ' . . _ 

irow - 2:8i6'::::::::::;v wa^k 

40. Rhode Islands.. , 7 

*J- |w!t Carolina 200 339 ^ 1,736 1,863 397 

^42 South Dakota ^ 

"43. Tennessee * . 

44 Texas _ . . - r-^ -iu^ v- - 

45. Utah : • 



Verinont . , 

MT'VIrflftia '. . 

48» Washhfton *,f V.. 

49 WestVlriinIa 

50. Wisconsin 



51. Wyomlnc 

52, American Samoa. 
53 Guam 

54. Puerto Rko 

55. TfostT^rntory... 



58 Vlrllnlslartds. 



0 -7 


232 


476 


406 


J69 













195 


460"" 


*"'640 


no 


89 


149 ■ 


329 


17 


11 


1.000 


4.000 


25.000 . 


0 


0 


73 


119 


103 ~ ^ 


' 35 


'5 



> 9.7 percent. , \ 

a 18.8 percent. •■ t , 

* 47.1 percent. 

M2 9 percent ' • ♦ 

Ml 5 pnttnt. ■ 

Question. iM lue r^iid to you from one .specific provision iii4he-10G8 Federal 
Iii eragency Day Care Ueriuirement.^. Thl^ pnVvysion read.s. "By nu later than 
J«l,\ 1. 1009. the inetjiijd.s for recrutiinent and selection wunt providt for tlie 
effective useofjionT?rufesslonal position.s iind for prmriip in employment to wcU 
/arcVf£i/>tr7l7Tand other low-income people filling tliose positions.*' (Uegulations 
tTon 71.19(a) (2)f. Would jou comment on whether tlii.s re<inireiuent is being 
uiet now. , and what HEW is doing or planning to dT> to lielp daj care providers 
meet tJii.s refiuiremeiit? v * ^ • 

Allswer. The paswige iiuoted in the qiiestioii deals .specilicallj wi^h per.stHinel 
|M>lii»iesauid nrnrf tres of* the o^joi'rating agents and not with the policies and prac- 
tices of e\cry indi\idnal day,. care facility. The definitions in tlie Federal Inter- 
ageno Day Can' Retpiirements (45.CFR 71.1) distingnisH an operathig agency 
fri>in a day care facility, and indicate that adniin'i.stering and operating agencies 
nm^ Ik? the' .same, such as a public welfare agenej which opc^rates a day care 
-. program. 

I'riijrlty on hiring of welfare recipients lias'also bet^uenconraged lij regidatlons 
imbHshed in IJKJJ) under Section 402(a) (5) of, the Kijcial Security Act go\erning 
social services under Title IV- A. Tliese regnhititins require of tlie State ag'eiicy 
"the tniining and effecti\e uSe of .subprofe.ssional sfiiff in the programs of .services 
^Jh* faniilies and (hildreir imluding part-time or fuU-tliue em{do> nient of rvcipient^i 
and ntlicr per.sons of low income." (45 CFR 220.0). f/wWcJt on FahraJ Regulations i 
a (Aiming Senicf Programs far Pamilicn and Child rm: Title /I. Parts A and 
xSmial urity Art elaborated on this regnlatioli to pro\ide. States are expected 
to reexauiine present stafflng for .ser\ices to determine those ser\ice.s and related 
ftmctioh.s tliat can lie effectively carried out by staff who have i>ers()nal com- 
I)etencie.s lint may lack educationar qualification (e.g.. .ser\ing a.s day care par- 
ents, emergency |>aronts, homemakers . . .). Nornmlly, emphasis cau bo given to 
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employment of Jwipients mid t!»o p6ur withiimm merit system by restructuring 
jobs, eiimiuatliij,' auj unnecessary requireiiient.s of education or experience, direct- 
ing special recruiting efforts to target a^reas and groups . . Since ttie statutory 
ajutliorlty for UiLs requirement iirSectlan.402(4i) (5) was repoaledJ^y 03-^7_ 
and was not included in the Title XX legislation, no coniparableT^Ea^ixemenrhas 
been specified in the Title XX regulations. 

However requirements on personnel and staffing of individual day-^care pro- 
viders or facilities are set forth ip the Federal Interagency Day Care Reciuire. 
ments,45 CFR 71.19(a > (4 ) , which deal wUh day care through purchase of service 
arrangements either directly from a facility or through an intermediary organi- 
^^.^tipn. Thi»se requirements state : "in order for substantial Federal fuiias to be 
' us?d, such organizations must include prov,isions for parent participation and 
tmportunitles for employin!?nt of low-in^ie persons/' SRS has iiitea^reted sub- 
-stantial Federal fundjr^ to appl^^to organizations where 40 or more Children 
receive dav care under a Federal program/or where such children comprise 2u 
- percent of tAe enrollment or 25 percent of the budget of the organization f^r day 
care ♦ " ^ 

A'surveV of all States' and the District of Columbia was conducted by the • 
. Department during the weeK of October \3r-X% 1975Jo vde\'Tel6p data to resr^nd 
to the question of how well States are meeting tJie^ requirements. 

The attached table contains, the estimates as reported b.v Jjti^sr jurisdictions 
able to respond to thjs survey in the time available. ^ - ~~ 

In summary, 27 States reporte^l that a combined total of approximately 9,600 
welfare recipients are currently employed in day care centers or In family day . 
care homes. And four more jurisdictions^ Kansas. Pennsylvania, JkVestVy^XU^ 
'and the District of ColumbhrTexprSsed their estimate's of the nimnn?ir5rTeclpi-, 
ents so employed as tH^rcentages-o^taUla^ ca reemploy ees rather than as abso- 
« lute numlwrs. Their estinnUes rangfejp^nrfour peVcent to ten percent. 

To encourage the States tojncrease their efforts to recruit and train day care 
providers from amcmg the ^If are population, the Departnient and the State of 
West Virginia have entered intt> n three-year agreement undex which the State 
will operate a research.project designed to demonstrf\te that welfare recipients 
can l>e easilv trained to serve as day care providers. Uiagrjjiis jrojPct, th e State 
win at once develop and implement experimental curricula rorTin> uue ccntorr... 
and train paraprofessionals to prepare welfare recipients to enter day care 
careers. Tlie results of this proJccV-^l"^ 1077— will he made available by the 
Department to all other States. 

, ESTIMATED HmS^ AFDC MOTHERS EMPLOYED 



Number Perctnt 



Total. 

barnaT 
Alaska. 
3. Arjzona. 

4 Arkansas 

5 California.. . . 

6. Colorado 

7. Connecticut 

8 Dilawart.... 

)9. District of Columbia. 

10. Florida 

11. Geortia — 

12- Hav^ffti 

13. Idaho 

14. Illirwls 

15. Indiana 

1$. Iowa , 

17. Kansas 

It. Kentucky , 

19. Louisiana 

20 Maine . .. 

21. Maryland 

22. Massachusetts.. . . 

23. Michnin 

24. Minnesota 

25. MiMiwippi --- 

26. Missouri 

27. Montana 



9,574-9,646 



42 . 

30 .. 
97 

$0-90 .- 



1.000 .. 
125-135 ... 



+ 10 



35 
506" 
"23" 



+ 10 



20 . 
600 

2,000"' 

36 

5 



Number Percent 



Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire... 

New Jersey 

New Mexico... 

Ntw York 

North Carolina'^... 
Nortb DakoU..;.. 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Orefon 

Pennsylvania.^'... 

Rhode island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Tex« 



35 . 
1,000 ; 



500 



2,000 , 
200 . 



150 . 
50 . 
40-92 . 
325 , 



+4 



Utah.. 

Vermont . 

VIrtinia 

Washiniton 

WtstViriinia 

Wisconsin 

Wyominf 

American Samoa..., 
Guam. ' 



20 . 
30». 



600 
31 



•+5 



Putrto Rico.... 
Trust Territory,. 
Virtin Islands... 



(») 



I'Basi unknown. 
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The Chairman. inc make it dear that these standards we are 
talking about liere are not P^inance Committee standards. We people 
m the Congress are not permitted the luxury that is sometimes per- 
mitted in tlie executive braiieh, where you can just-sit^around with 
spinething and thmk about it for months und for year^.^^enator 
offei-san amendment out there; you have to vote on it. Th^^all the 
roll, and either you vot^ or you do not vote, and if you do not TOte, 
somebody might insist that they anest you and bring you in there 
ana require you to vote, to take a position one way or another. 

2io\v, tliat 1^ the law. And we have to decide, do we repeal it, do we 
amend it, or do we fund it. 

Now you want to go in for saying, ,"Give nsAS months to think . 
about It I pei-sonally do not think the Congress is going to go for 
that. I think they are going to ^ay they are ^o'm^r to vote for one of the 
fl]^}:^^t^y^^^^^ repeal it, amend it, or fund it. That is what 

1 think IS more likely to be t he case. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Senator MoxDALK. May^I make just one statement? 

1 lieCnAiuMAx. Yes. 

Son^itor MoxDALE. I think I was a little hai-sh on my last questions, 
and i^apologize, because I know that you, Mr. Ivurzman, and>he rest 
of you, have worked in good faith with this committee- and with me 
and my staff over the years, trying to resolve this issue, which is an 
exceedingly complex, emotionallv charged, and, necessarily, a very 
Judgmental kind of matter. There is no way of settling for sure: in a 
mechanical way, what those staff i.ssues should be. But there is a general 
consensus among everybody in Hie field that there is a serious risk 
here and that we must be i^areful. And the special problem is that we 
are dealiii^r with infant children who do not vote, cannot defend them- 
selves, and that I think we are a^l a\vnre the easiest thin<r to do is 
just (-omproinise them out and let the next generation worry about it - 

I think that would be the best political way of handling it, but it 
would not he the humane way. Together with that realization, let us 
see If we cannot find .something to live with, and think about the kids, 

1 have trouble with the good faith answer that you are "suggesting; 
that IS, keep tlie standards but relax the enforcement under some <^ood 
faith standard, because I do not reallv belie^T the problem has ten ^ 
good faith. I do not charge anv of the States Avith lack oiF good faith 
I tliiuk they are all trying./rhey aiv as worried nbout their kids as 
anybody else. — — , 

The problem has been the gmt/by old issue of money, alldJtl>elTe^^'^ 
t lat this dat(\^f October 1, by- (^6nveHtmr^lTesenFefrulations froiru^ 
theory to roqiiTrTinent, lias WJiT^bablv caused ulOIx^^ie;^nirtg^^^fl^^!^<^ng ' 
in the la^t "2 weeks about Avhat these issues really involve than has oc- 
curred in the last (> vears with resrulations, because in Mie past it has 
]ust been nice theorv, and evervhodv has been talking about it and 
nothmjr hMs Imppened. Now we have to ask ourselves the tough ques- 
tion aI)ont lu)\v ar(» we !'callv'*roing to answer these questions. 

T would hope that in the time irranted under this extension that we 
passed out of the conference roinmittee vesterdav that vour staff could 
come no with some of the hard data that would help us resolve it. Jf 
we could *rot the best current hnrd estimates of what the condition 19 
in each of the States. tlu»t would be verv helnful. if we could have a 
\m-(\ estmij'te on how much thi.. reallv costs. 




Now, the ptioe tag of tho Long anieruhuentV^aQOm^ but I do- 
_not think it cost« anything like that, Ix'caiuse therv^^iitJifLiEjo^of 
offsets. People will be working who.woiihl otherwise have renin 
onntvelf are. We pay a tremendous bill for welfare. 
What would be the net cost to the Ti-easury ? 

I woiildJike to see a Impd estimate by yonr Department as to wliat 
this bill really costs. It is, ob\ iously, I suspect, somothiaig'substanjially 
less than $500 million* 

FinaUy, I would like to have some technical answers froni the De- . 
partment on how much title XX money is really left. You indicated 
SQmething like^over $300 million, and 24 States were still under their 
ceiling. But I h^ve a teclmicaf note on title XX expected ^cial services 
expenditures, fiscal year 1976, which says, based on''l•egic^nal staff esti- 
mates, the total will be $2.4 billion used up, so that would only leave 
$100 million for our purposes, and not the $300 and some million you 
are talking about. So I would think it would be helpful if w^e knew 
right now where the States are, because I do not think there. is Jthat 
nmch 'flexibility after all, so that — in other words, I guess wiiatl am 
pleading for is, let us try to get down to work and see if we cannot 
i^esolvo this issue and^ settle it in the next 2 months. 

The only way we are going to do it is to have your technical assist-, 
ance and the good faith effoit of your office, which I expect to be forth- 
coming. , - A. 
Mr. Ktjrotan. We will do ovir best. Senator. ^ 
The CirAiuMAx. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, gentlemen. 

Next we will call a T>ajiel o"f witnesses of State administrators of 
social services. They wilfbe Mr. Ilevschel Saucier, director of the Divi- 
sion of Community Services of the Georgia l>epaitment of Human 
^Re,sources; Mr. Prank Xugent, administrator. Division of Family 
Ser-v^ices of the Wisconsin I^paitment of Health and Social Services; 
My. Ewinjj B. Gourley, director, DiWsiori of Family Services of the 
Missouri Department of Social Services; Mr. Raymond Vowell, com- 
^missioner, Texas Depaitment of Public Welfare; Mr. Robert Casse, 
Jr., dii-cctor of the Office of Policy Planning and Evaluation of the 
Louisiana Health and Human Resources Administration. 
It is nice to have you, gentlemen. 
T suggest that yon proceed in the fashion that you hafl planned. 
Yon each have 5 minutes to pmsent your case in chief, and after 
' that, we will ask such qnevSt ions' as occur to us. 

STATEMENT OF HERSCHEfe SAUCIER, DIRECTOR, DIVISION bP SO- 
CIAL SERVICES, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OB HUMAN RESOURCES 

Atr. Saucikr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate tfte oppor- 
» tnnity to apj)car ab a panel befoiv you. Georgia appivciates the^opiior- 

tuhity to discuss how the modified child/staff ratios under title XX 
will impact day cure to childi-en and to coniment on proposals to give 
TnlliTtroihi^ss of Federal fe^^ 

Georgia has be^jn conscientious about meeting: child/staff ratios 
required nndeTnntrRJ-A, befoiv title XX. With the approval of tli 
regional office of HEW; Georgia has been using and complying witJi 
the 1972 draft gindelineb released but never adopted as ivvised Federal 
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interagency reqiiirerpents. We are probably as close as any State to 
meeting the requirements under title XX, but yet are so far away 

We are noTv operating on a child/staff ratio of 9 to 1 for childr^i ^ 
from 3_to 6 years of age. We must increase staff for 3- to 4-year-olds 
from J to 1 to ^ to 1,. which is about 44<percent increase for that age 
I must increase staff for ag^ 4 to 6 from ^ {o 1 to 7 to 1 or 
-percent increase. Georgia must employ some 600 adtftSonal 
^he title XX i-cquirements. ^ * ' ' . 

year w will provide day care to about 15,000 -children 
^hPTsw-Georgia, under title XX. With no mor^ Federal ^ 
Q, as contrai^te^ffiW's ^estinfony, Georgia will §pend 
illlion under title XX, we estimate that we must termi- 
imte-^c4ir?-t^^roximately 4,500 children in order to meet the new 
cnild/stafi ratio5>^ 

.:Tyrtl]^ finaucia] crisis, we are losing all Appa- 

laclaitn Ke^imml^;^ f„,tds for day care in 35 of our cQunties. 
\\ e must replace ART-fwulgf rom locaK-State, and Federal title XX 
, money and other sources. 

Georgia prefers the provisions of Senate bill 2425, with the excep- 
tion of the 3--month time period to comply vvith the child/staff ratios. 
It will take >veeks to perfect legislatign and to get out regulations It 
will take months to ivcruit staff and train them. We could make signif- 
icant process toward compliance in,60 to 9aday.s, but we would need 
al)OHt r, months to compfjy wiih all of tlir^ da>-c4ire centers that are- 
operating. ' * : , " ^ ' - . 

'We are in gi-eat need of jmore Federal" funds for day cafe 'We now 
have -new (x-nters ready to open 'when funds are availablei With 
uui^ased appropiiations, many communities will be working very 
rapidly toward providing more dav-care services to children of work- 
mothers that aiT not notuall v bein^j caml for. 
Now, Georgia strongly supports this comfnittees;8 nroposal to^add 
?oOO million to title XX for day cff^e. Adding fandsTo title XX f(^r 
day aii^» is preferred to creating now delivery systems and funds fbr 
davvfare undei- rtew oongivssional acts. 

If the?e additional funds are made available to add necessary staff 
to meet the new child 'stuff ratios, we wilT need' mhrh more than 90 
day^, as 1 said enrlier^to comply. (Wwgia purchases all day care sery- 
ices from 'Jf>3, nonprofit ccntei^ outside the Dcpai-f nient of ITnman Ee- 
souivps. We will need nt lea^t months to modify service delivery 
plans, rerrtiit^nd train additir-jfinl center staff and -renegotiate 
contracts. . ^ 

W^ also stpiigly favor the 80-20 percent >ederal-S taliijnatdumx-^ 
forufidn as proi)osed. The Stat(^ ofGeorgia can provide no more than 
12.5 percent of daycare costs and local communities must provide the 
otheV 12.ri peirent. Local citizens hnve;us(Ml every known means of fund 
raiding, ranging from cake bak(^ to runnnage sales, to use of local tax 
funds. 

A ( hange from 7."'> to 80 percent Federal share would provide siirnif- 
icant relief to"th(».«c comuiunities and would make scarce State iFnnds 
extent to serve more children. 

A simply delav in complying with Federal Interagency Staiulavds 
as provided in ILR. 0803, or a grace period in which agree on different - 
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or more liberal chilJ/stalT ratios is nqt iikely to iTe productive. It Is . 
unlikely' that agreement could be reached on this, issue in a 6-month 
period-of time., Now, I believe it is s^t at 4 months. Adding funds to 
«upport establishes! child care ratios is the most immediate and, in our 
judgment, appropriatK^lution to the problem. . ' v 

Georgia also fayors tn^^xor grant incentive for the employment of 
AFDC mothers in day care centers^VFDC fnothei^ are not compe4:itive 
in fhe labor market, ebpcQially' with our present unemployment rate'. 
This 30 percent incentive vfpuM enable Georgia to meet the additional 
staff needs through employment of .^iFDGkllSthers.-Jt will iVieet a 
manpower and a program need, and at the sajne Th«Oreduce AFPC 
payments. Georgia's experience in our Appalachian chilct development 
project demonstrated that. AFDC mother? make excellent ^rhild^ care 
staff. Mothers of AFDC children were*^ first involved as participants 
in .the child development centers; some were then hired as V^TA 
volunteers, and then later, a number were then hired as child day pare 
*^taff, and they have done a good job. 

, That does ndt finish. My time is up, and I will waive'to other me/n- 
l)ersof t he panel, Mr. Chairman. ' * \ 

The Chairman. You only have one more paragraplu Why do yt)u 
not go ahead and finislj it. 

Mr. SAiTCiKR. All right. Thank ymi, sir. 

We have considerable concern, alxjut the impact of the child/staff 
ratiobon private centers who are saving less than 30 percei^t title XX 
funded children. If they must meet the staff requirements for a few 
title XX children bemg served, the costs 'to the majority of prhate 
customers will be greatly increased, possible to the level that they can-' 
not afford. A possible solution to this is to allow centers serving any 
title XX children to receive a tax credit wlien they employ AFDC 
^ mother.s.or mei-ely re\ert to use of State standards, licensing standards 
for these centers. . ^ , 

Thank you. 

TheuCuAiR-MAN. Thank you very much. 

STATEMENT OF FRANK WEWGENT, ADMINISTRATOR, DIVISION OF 
yAMILY SERVICES, WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
SOCIAL SERVICES " * 

^Ir. Xkwoknt. Thank vou.;Mr. Chairman. 

:My mxmo is Frank Xewgent. I represent tlie State of Wisconsin 
todav: I also thank you for the opportunity to appear and I appear m 
support of the Long-Mondale bill to allocate $r)00 million at 80. per- 
cent matching to tlie vStates for improving day care standards and 
meeting tho.se noAV required. 

Wiscon.sin is One of the States that i.s spending its total allotment 
of tlie $2;) billion, so each time an added ivquirement is placed upon 
me^ T nui$t either face paying this additional co.st \vith 100 percent 
,vStatc ta.\ dollai-s, or else reduce day care or other social services in 
some fashion. ' " 

I think the biggest contribution J can make this liiormng trr you' is 
to report on a brief .studv,that w did w ith the largest day care center in 
Milwaukee last Friday and Monday, in order to get .some fi.x on whether 
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the ^)0() nullion is a rou^rlil y adequate sum of money or not. This ceii- 
t^r IS the largest in the State. It has a history of employing AFDC 
mother It js located in, and is sjitellited in such a fashion that it 
serves the population areas where there are cencentmtions of AFDC 
mothers. 

They estimated that to move from their current licensing standards 
that we have as State standards on them to the federally required 
standards would cost $1 .721 per year, per chiUL - 

If you then take the statewide view of the 5.000 to 6,000 children 
Who would be covered by the title XX expenditures, this gives you 
a hall park figure of $10 million or so, and that, incidentally, is almost 
exactly the amoimt of money that would come to^he State of Wis- 
.•constiumdertlig$r)00 million allotment plan. " ' ^ 

So I would suggest to you that, at leaj^bipsed on this^oiie experience, 
un(l 1 have i^ot done a statewide survey of every center, thaUh^^rcs ' 
that are proposed- ui the bill are reasonable and could meet the addui. 
tional requirements wediave on us. % ' ^ 

I would tidfl only one thing, and that isjo endorse also the ne.ed for 
nTfdJfional lead tune to install the staff to carry out these standards. 
One of the things that the day care center in ^lilwaukee made very 
clear to m that there must be preipinploymenl traiing and adequate 
supervision if in fact you are going 'to hire AFDC mothers. So I 
think^here must be tune allowed for that. Three months is insufficient 
I he miuiinum length of time that T would see as lead time would be 6 
montlis. K ^ * 

Thank you. sir. 

The CiiAiRMAN. Thank yoiu sir. 

i ^ ' 

STATEMENT OF EWING B. OOURLEY, DIREtlTOR, DIVISION OF FAM- 
ILY SERVICESjjMISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

Mr. GorHLKV. Jm^ Chairman, niv name is Ewiug Goui;ley. I am' 
director of the Di^sion of Family Services in :Missoiiri, and t appre- 
ciate the opportunity to appear bc^'fore your committee today. 

I am not goin;: to state what already appears to be the obvimis. The 
Xation is hi dire trouble in inipleiuonting tliese 1068 standards. • 

I am liet^e specifically tt) offi r strong suj)port for the Lqng-l\Iondale 
propfvs:il. S- *l\'>rK and lunc four |)t>int^ of concem wiHi tllat |>r()posal. 
that I Nvould like to .shai'c with you and' the committee. 

In Missouri, wo fed that tho' perLodrAx^twcen enactment and th^ 
proposal, which would now hv DeccmlHT 197:). permitting actual 
implenicntation of the bill, is insuflicient. AVe feel, that since ^yQ are 
already in the luoirth of October, by the time the biiriias passed Con- 
gri^^s, been sjgnod by.ilic President. appro|)Hations have been nmde, 
and regulations and instructions drawn by IIEW..ADC mothers 
lerted-ADC mothers that were selected having the advantage df 
going through a training rour.se— tbat wc would he well into 1076. AncT" 
--^ve w'oulfl sngirt.st that a more reasonable date for compliance to these 
standardsbe July 1 of 1076. ' ^ 

We .strongly endorse the addition of the $.100 million appp^priatiqu 
' above the exi.sting ceiliu«r on title XX SociaKService funds. Our basics 
here is that wt» feel if higlier Federal standards are stand'ards ^^licll 
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the Federal Governn leiit Avibhes to enfcirce, it should have considerably 
greater funding than is now available to put thenl into effect. , * 
We also support ^he matching formtila of the 80 percent Federal, 
- 20 percent State. * • . . ' ' 

We feel that the ta.t credit prov ision apflears to be a very positive 
. measure, but a complex one.- We know; that this complex solution is 
, related <to a problem. It is not a simple one either; it is a rather com- 
' plex problem. We are concbrned that this may becpme difficult to ad- 
mmister, and this will depend in great part on how ^he regulations 
for administering this are drawii, and we want to see extreme paution 
exercised there to simi|>lify this, ^ . ^ . \ 

^ All in all, I would conclude my statement by saying that one thing 
that seems to be mining that we would like consideration 5f is Ihat of 
training costs that would bVincurred in training AFDC mothers to 
t^ke on the new" roles as employees in day care centers a^^d horpes. 
Thank you, Senator. * ' v 

STATEMENT OF RAYMOND W. VOWELL, COMMISSIONER^ SIJATE 
; DEPARTMENT OP PUBLIC WELPAI^; THE STATE OF TEXAS . 

Mr, VowKLu Mr, Chairman, my name is Raymond V<)well. I am*^ 
C(tomissioner of public, welfare in Texas, and I want to thank you 
ana the members of the cminnittee for this opportunity to appear here 
in support of Senate bill in principal, and thank you for title XX 
and title XIV, and we' are collecting more child support than ever 
^ before ip my State. ' . - . . ^ 

AJany 'problems have arisen in irpplementing child care staffing 
standards contained in title XX, and include the lack of lead timef*^ 
total fulfillment, and inadequate, funding at present levels of services. 

It is recf>mmenf;ied iXmi in the evaluation oi child day care standards, 
the Secretary of flie Department of Health. Education, and Welfare 
sets the criteria in cooperation with the States, allowing for diverse 
needs, such as cultural and etbnomic variances, and partictilar ethnic 
gi^oups. . - 

And I would like to make thjs statement, that one of the Assistant 
Secretaries apearing before said he hoped the States would be working 
with IlKW ni this ai-ea, and T hope that IIP]W will give the States 
• the opportunity to work with them. 

Hiring additional welfare recipients from the' ranks of the unems 
ployed is commendable. It is urged that the premise be uppermost, how- 
ever, that quality child care require quality stuff, training, and screen- 
ing of workers which will work part time. I Afant to emphasize the 
word training,'l>ecause I do not think a level of education necessarily 
should be the requirement of a quality worker. 

Whei^e deal with the ratio of the worker to children, we are play-' 
ing with numbers. We do not consider tJie full life of the child. The 
hours away from a quality day care center may undo all of the good 
that we have accom])lished there, and there have been some teal 
good questions raised here today by the meinbei^ of the committee. 

In Texas, the Population Kesearch Center ^f Baylor Oollefire of 
Medicine and the State Department of Public Welfare will produce a 
'series of 421/2 hour \ide<7 tapes de^signed to reach junior high school 
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level youth on the general subject of parentage. No one is doiiig any 
education for i)ai'enting, and tliis is one of tlie real weaknesseJ of our 
system of rearing children today. T 
impetus for this program came from tlie 1974 birth statistics in 
Hou^oii. Tlies(» showed 4,040 births recorded to girls 13 to 19 years 
old. Tweiit,y-tliree mother^ were 18 years old. And while 137 14-year- 
old mothemiiad their .second child, two girls within the age group had 
their fourth chiUL duldren Inning babies leave mucii to be added 
the quality o f day care. . 

The kind of training in chihl care needed by these young mothers 
is similar m many ways to that nccxissaiy for child 'day care stiiff 
workers. ^ 

Tntil the Secretary evaluates the reix)rt, it is recom^jiended that 
States be allowed to request waivei^ in child/staff-ratioe. Immediate 
• funding IS r(»qnired for State^ to raise tlie required standards imposed 
by titj^e XX. It is suggested that categorical funding be restricted, and 
that SKites be pennittetl to set their own priorities within the intent 
of title XX, for social services of all kind. 

A double standard is threatened b\ the present adult staffing ratios. 
ri«^ Te\ah licensing standards are less stringent than those proposed. 
I aivnts who \yM a fee for child care'would not be able to afford higher 
costs resulting from the new stalT/oliild ratio. ' ' • ' • - 

The $±.5 billion ceiling on social ser\ ice - funding limits the scope 
of the States^ffoi^ to deli\ei ser\ iec.s, Texas requests for fiscal funding 
for fiscal 107f>, that is from couimuuities, agencies, and others, is $40 
million over our ceiling, provided under the $2,0 billion. There has 
iteen no cost of diving increase in the ceilintr since 1972 and administra- 
tive costs have soared. Texas wishes to deliver quality child care serv- 
ices to all children. It supports measures which will allow more time 
for program development and the funds to implement these programs. 

I strongly support the intent of the Long-Mondale bill.^ 

The CnAiiorAX. Thank you very much, sir. ' 

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT M. CASSE, JR., DIRECTOR, OITICE OF 
POLICY PLANNING AND EVALUATION, lOTHSIANA HEALTH AND 
HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION 

r)r. Cassk. r am Dr. Robert Casse, current director of the Office of 
Poliry Planuinir and Evaluation for Louisiana's tlealth and Human 
Resources Adminjstration. I want to express my confusion, because my 
office is the one that tlid the title XX planning, and I can assure you 
that Louisiana's total allotment was utilized in the title XX plan, 
and this is contrary tovprevious testimony. 

The Ch \ikmax. Can we say that is just one more situation wjierc 
HEW has been in error? 

Dr. Casse. T would presume so. 

The V\\ MKMAX. In other words, rvouisiaim is using their full allot- 
ment, then? 

Dr. Cassk. Yes, sir. Tt is planned for. As a matter of fact, the 
National Governor's Conference information letter of September 23, 
K>7r>, stated that I^ouisiana would use its total allotment, as indicated 
in its propf)sed plan, as well as its final plan. , ' 

The CifAiRMAX. Go ahead.' • ' . 
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Dr. Cassk. Louisiana has becMi vigorously opposed to the enactment 
of the Fedei-al day-care standards since the proposed regiilations were 
published. It stated its opposition at that time. Once the final Fedei'al 
i-egiilatioiis came out, it stated them again. ^ve'^, }!"%We to d^u- 
ment the validity of the ratios contained within Public Law 9^-647, 
and we would definitely like to see the study that does so. One of our 
recommendations would be to delay the implementation until such 
timeas wo can i-eview the ratio study. ' • ! f 

One of the things that occurred to me while hstening to the testi-^ 
moiiy is that title XX deals with aditferent group of people than have 
fonner welfare titles. I think this fact needs to be included in review- 
ing any t^pe oi study, pai-ticularly since the 19^8 i-atios were based, 
according to the Congressional Record of September 26, on the Head- 
start manual, which deals solely with poveily children. 

As vou know, the new ratios in title XX permit 37.5 peivent of the 
funds be expended on welfai-e eligibility, and 67.5 percent on income 
elnnbles. Licome eligibles cap be defined as including up to 115 percent 
of median income for a family of four adjusted for family size. This 
type of eligibility ixMiUTivmeiit is veiy different fiwn the ratios identi- ^ 
fi'ed for Headstait children. i i * 

My other comments appear in writing. We are' very con cerne<l about 
the economic hardship tliat would be imposed upon the working of 
middle-Income pal-eiits, should they have childmi jn centers that 
wouUVbe retpired tq meet, these st^indards without any additional 
financial ivlief. In fiouisiana^this woukHnean a.monthly increase of 
appimimately $42 per child, or a aO-percent inci^ase per child, and 
.these figures ai-e based on a $6 a day figure, not an $8 a day figure. . 
' We would also be concerned about the creation of a dual standara, 
should the nonprofit centei-s, as well as the proprietaiy centers decide 
not to allow title XX childi-en to be served in their centei-s. 

Also, we are concerned about the lack of additional funds. I think,^ 
as the chairman pointed out, the States would have to come up with 
additional funds on a 75-^25 match. If we did not come up Avith addi- 
tional funds, we would have to deny service to approximately one-lialt 
of the children who are currently enrolled in day care. Also, additional 
money is need for training. ^ • c '+ 

The dilemmas that we pose are answered for the mpst part in benate 
hill 2425. FTowever, we would suggest some minor amendments. 

One amendment would be the increase of the $5,000 ceiling to $6^000. 
This is based oh the fact that as of elanuary 1, 1976, the inininium 
wage will be inci^ased to $4,784^ Adding:^indirect costs, which would 
i-oughly be 10 or 11 pei-cent^or $478, to thelnimnium wage figiu^s,the 
salary and minimum .wage benefits would b^>p>i-^imately $5,800. 
That does not inchide medical compensation, medjt^al;^^ hfe 
Insui-ance, and other gratuities that might be af^^nidetl tJjV^^^^?;^*^ 
mother, particularly since ance she begins to ma4ce that^^^al^^, she 
is no' longer eligible for the additional benefits, such as medicatd^"* 
medicare, fto we would Jisk for some consideration for an incrense^ ^ 
$6,000, so tliat these additional benefits could be provided and be;^ 
reimbursed to the pai-ents. 

We would like to see the 80 percent^loAvered to any financial partici- 
pation being received by' a day-care centner. In other words, if all of 
tho rest.rictions have to ha imposed the minute a child or children walk 




int0 the cintei-s, likewise thej sboukl iiinnediately ixjcoive benefits from 
Seiiatelbill 2425, By lowering this percentage, we would 'meet tlie goals 
of hiring {tdditioli^l welfare recipients, as well a§ helping all centere 
» , with Eligible k^hildi-erf fo meet The Federal interagency day-care 
staadards. * 

Like -the other g:entlemen, we would like^to see the necessary moneys 
becomer availaBJe 'for inserv ice trjUning. A\s>&^foT the centers that do 
not make sfiflictent profit to pay taxes, wenvould like to see a refund- 
' able tax pro,vbdon to cover proprietary day-care' centeiu Such centers* 
sometimes pay less in taxes than the cost of the staff increase mandated 
'.\ by title XX. • . ^ . ; -v- ^ * . * 

^Tn addition to salary, which is refundublfe, there are indirect costs 
of employment, such as payroll taXes, workman^s compensation, an'd in- 
surance. ^Vlso,' thcie centers^ may not have mpney to match at the time* 
they hire people'Some.proVision could be inadp s(Xthat people ban Ije 
hired when tf\ey ar§ needed, and J:he center would not have to wait 
^ until the end ofth^? year when i:he tfix. credit^ becomes avaikblfe. We 
are not sure they would have sufficient moneys to offset. the 20 percent 
This conclu'des my statement. \ • ' . 
^ The CiKMRMAN. Thank you veiy much for your si}gge6ti9n^j.^ntle- 
men. A$ far as this Senator is concerned, theyi^will all recei'^^^e consid- 
eration if the Senate ^es fit to adopt the approach that Senator Mon- 
,dale and I have suggested^to this. . . • . - ' , ' 

Mi«:ht I point out that in efforts moving towai;d welfare reform, I 
do not think the^Senatp Ras ever looked at ihed^y care.ptoblem with- 
t out recommending that we have at least ^l^^Q^millioh Jivailable t^help 
\j)rovide l)etter da^r care and more day i^reif or children. Whatwp are 
su]Jg^ting*here really^is a lot less thaufhat»The AFDC program right 
now is takinij $4.6 billion currently!lttFederal^utids, and what I ob- 
ject to about it js that we are mp^Jcip^ so litle headway toward hejping' 
remove some of these p6opl«, wh^are anx\oi|S to improve the condition 
of their children and themselvje^, an oppbrttmity to find their, way into 
gainful employment. . ' \ . . "* , ^. '^ 

Now, tjie way I undersfand the 'testimony ♦of you gentkmeh hero is' 
thalb your v\eW is i Well, if the Fed^t'al Government wants yoy^o com- 
ply with this kind of standard-^and that is what the la\^ requires — , 
you would be gJad to do it. And you think that out of the mothers* who 
are on these wt^Tare rolls, yon could find people' who could help. You . 
could fincVpeople who could make good employees. ' . , • ^ ' 

The problem is, where are fow ^oiijg to find the mo^ey to pay for if? 
- If we^w^ant this done, if we aVegoipg to rcjquire it, you thiiik wfii oi^ht , 
to fund it ; tharjs^b^feically what )tour position is^ (f I understand it — • 
T see all of you noqding with regard to tnat: ' / '* '/ . ' 

Now, \<^hen Presiclont Nixon was trying to get jne to vote to injcrease 
" . the .f unds-v^which would jyst about double that $4<6 billion— my atti* . 
* ^ tiide at that time Vas. that the cost oi it was not what was bothering 
' ^ me. What was bothering me was that I would like sonie .assuranceNthat 
we were going to be moving people toward gainful employment, father 
than just ipalcing welfare more attractive than work, 
>Tn Ijouisia-ria, I discussed it tvith s^ome of our T56ople yesterday. We 
have 68,000 mothers whose fantijies are in the AFDC prograiD,^nd it 
^ is my understanding that you really do not think you have anypr^b- " 
lem-in finding; let us say, 1,200, mothers from that group who would 
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enthusiastically join tlie work force and paiticipate lit this day care 
program if thov had the opportunity. Is that correct or npt ? . 

Dr. Cass£ That is correct. \ 

The Chairman. And'l gather that most of you, representing xvel- 
fare directors, feel the same way; that if this money cb^uld be made 
available, you really do not think you would have any difficulty find- 
ing people to take these jobs and move .those families out of depen- 
dency aM into producti\e and useful contrib^^ns to society. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Saucier. That is true. 

Mr. VowKLL. Right. 

Mr. Newgent. Eight. 

The Chairman. ITiat is the 
about the attitude Senator Mpi 
gentlemen, when we suggestec 
' toward employment, and that 
standard, as it has, we ought to 

Senator.MoxDALEf, Would the Senatgr yield there? 

The Chairman. I am through, Senator. *' 
. Senator Mondale. Thaf is why I think the million cogf exag- 
gerates substantially the net cost of this pipgram Because if you cal- 
culate how many persons on wdfare'can B^^irecljn this program— 
1,^00 in Txjuisiana, and so on— aM. what Hi^reducfion in AFDC costs 
would be in your State, then the net cos/^this program, fe'yen in the 
short run — in the long nin, it may l>e e^^^Tgfeater, becjiuse you get peo- 
ple out of that welfare cycle— has^ to be -substantially less than a half 
billion dollars. ' ' ^ ' 

Senator Ouims. Mr. Chairman, vpry tespectfiilly, you gentlemen 
have not convinced me that you are really for the .Long-Mondale 
bill. I do not think that you want to fake a position that you are'askjng 
the Congress of the United States to, by statute, fix the ratio of staff 
.members to children. I do not think tlvit >iou would want, a situation 
wheri», as I cited a, bit ago, a very ftipablk dedicated, conscientious, 
rcsonroeful, knowledgeable person in good health and strongs would 
be serving or taking care of 'an infant u?ider 6 week,s»o1d,and also 
taking care of one. otlier younjrster. And l hat would* not be In. com- 
pliance, and you \\ould lose of your Fe leral money, or jou ^you^d 
have to aineiul the Taw. Aaid that a State could comply by having a 
. 1-to-l ratio, and to have niat staffer ignoi int, 4'areless,.\infoncerned, 
not eonscientions— T think you are ratheV asking quife a departure. 

I think that you aix attracted- by .$500 iiillion, and a more liberal 
uialchiug formula. Now. I am not going to ask any of you whbther or 
not you favor Uhjs, additional $500 .milliDn^^peiulitirre by deficit 
fiivuicing. We ^^ ill have a deficit this yp«|r somewhei-e .between $70 
billion and $81) billiein. Yesterday, I heard;ilie te/tjmony of one of the 
nio.stMistinguisl^ed economist.s. sohola/S ot Government financing, in 
the country. ]>6\nt out that the consiunerMnckx ivent up' in thi3 conn-, 
try from 55 to 05— by 18 V^^^^^t— ^^^^.^^ ^^"^ ^^^^^ nv}^^\ the last 10 
ye;\rs. And W(> have been on this })i;ige (yt huge "tleficits, not by 18 
i7Crce,nt.,but by 70 ppi cent^ * . \ ' 

1/ the money keeps on. deteriorating, And rhese' children in day 
care homes, by'tfie fime they are 50 yeai^s old. 'a dollar will be worth 
.70 cents. So f am not going; tojask you whether or not you ar^e here 
asking Tor an increase^f $500 million, or wli^thei;you \iould still i^ant 
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. it if it had to,be raisovl by deficit financing; Too often^ the desire 
. of State$— and I lindcrbtanil t}iat the local region& are nuder pressure 
far more money — Imve caused yoti'ltrhiijMiiore. 

There is not a reason yi tne world why this comijiittee should be 
trying to work out the dei^ik of ]io\v to care for kids. I thinls the 
thing w(x should do to mal^e a bloc grant to tlix? States, because the 
Federal Government has created this welfare mess>, and turn the- who|e 
'thing back to them with po Federal rules or laws about it. I jiist be- 
lieve that the closer you get these matters to the peojjle, Ihe greater the ' , 
chance tlie poor and the needy and the neglected.vchildren will receive 
a lot better deal from Federal tax moneys/ 

Excuse the seFmon, but I just believe there, are things w the well- 
intended proposal that are not good. And I would fear that it mig^it be 
bought because it offers more money. \ 

,^w, here is something else to think about. Three States are going 
to 20 percent of this money, this $500 million. Three States w ill 
- get $100 million. So I (\m not too sure that we found the right answer, 
. althou^^h T have supported my chairman in.mahy of these things. I 
think he ItTis had some excejient ideas on welfare reJorm. That is all, 
Mr. Ch*arrman. ^. V. \ 

The Ch.mrmax. Well. Tafn' rather fatniliar with Senator* Curtis' 
view, and on6 good thing about this" committer, we, hear the other 
Yellow's point of view. Sometimes we agree with part of it, sometimes 
wx disagree with part of it, vrliich is not* at all .rtnliSual. I will have a 
chance to hear Senator Curtis' view again before we are, through. 

S(jnator CiTrris. I am sure you will. 

The Ch^virma>?. iTes, I am sure. Biit 1 am also aware of the fact 
that even with this big deficit, the Presidi^nf- is recommending w;g,have 
a bigger tax cut than we had before. I am dismayed to see he pro- 
posed\'to leave out 'the part that helps the working poor. That appar- 
ently *^<ill^ be shifted over to benefit the corporations^iin this tax cut. 
Tlieir tax rate isito go dow!\ from 48 percent down to 46 percent. I ' 
will We curious tf> see howjifcny bjlliolfis that is going t$) co^us if we • 
pass that — undoubtedly a great deaTo^ money. ' 
^ And some of tiB think, with all of^Jiese people we have*out of work, 
"tliat we had better start thinl^ing of some of these people that, you 
welfare directors are trjinrg'tp look after with the m^e^ger funds avail- 
able to yon before we give the corporations any in^re fattening up 
tlian we have (lone for tlibm already. ' ^ ' ' • 

!?{>w. I would he curious to know , what is the attitude df j'our people 
with regard to that matter? I know you did not Vant these increased 
standards. J (1^ not believe syon have asked for. them. ^Vliat is your 
" , thought about the additiqnal funds, if you could move^some of ihg^se 
peot)le iijr'of wel fare and into the work fbrce ? 

'Mr. (idcni.KY^ !!iIr.,Chainnan, let me attempt to respond to that.* I 
j-ee the issue as we have the standards in law now. They are in the 
title XX law. There is-nn October 1 (tate in theserthat says, if you ^o 
.not lyeet the standards, you are not ^oing to get your Federal financial. 
■ ;^)ai*ticipation. Thrre is k provision in thrft that' thosi' standards ^vhich 
were developed by HEW in 1968 and ot^l^r& \vould put iiwthe law 
'and modify it to some exteiit. ' * ^ 

So, we are looking at provision f6r Ihe'sUuly, which is also in the 
law. a^d the oppoitunity to change those htai^darils foniewdiere do\yn*^ 
the road. WKat we need, obviously, i5'S9me leadtiijie^aad some money 
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to implement tlios^^si.iitchinK. Man\ Siat.r- ^lo: tho^ pait icularly who 
are at their bociul st-rvicr or Hti^ir rit4i» XX i(>ihii<rs, as fai a> vour 
Fcdei-al financial paitiripatiou 1> roficeniwl. ami the v^tatv> 
ing there quicklv under ^lie new title XX plan, inchulinir Missouri, 
who^have in the*pa>Hfiseil only alnnit million of 5<)Uie >r')7 million 
a^ilable. \vhii»-^()nly iia\r a ia>^r\i' 1 su' only —of siT million 
this ya^Vir: f^X next y^ar. that' will ])n)hal)l\ he us<^l up at the rati- 
our (Jitle XX plan is goin^r. 

• I am delighted to have* the opportunit\- as State wrltare Uumor. 
to- end this wiiole areii of the prohhMn of ila\ t-aiv ^tandard> with a 
solution that is pro]>osed in Senate bill ^1V1:>\ to have, thi^ opi)ortu- 
nity^tp influence the emplo^xnent of AFTC inothi i"S. Wo ha\T had a 
Wi^ST program, a work m?enti\e program, for a jiuml>er of yeai-s. 
Welfare, a(lminist.ratoi-s> and/\elfaiv -taff have not heen m the main- 
stream of getting employment to rhosf i)eo])lc. 

• JVe have set in a? a swial service anh to provide snppoit of social 
sen-^ices which dealt Avith. primMi)ally. the piovi-ion of day caiv scrv- 
icrs and some otluM* tertiarx kiiuK of heli). We have not been m the 
mainstream of actuallv*»atfecting in total thr emi)loymcnt piw|)e<'ti> 
foi: AFDC motheis. jnul I see this a.s a s<'Cond purjmse. dearly, in 
2425. and w(»lcome the oi)i)oi'ttinity to\r(^ \yhat a wv>fare department 
or'agenev can do \\i,th this; not only to meet the Federal intei*agency 

" day care i-equirement H>metiim!. do^the road, but jit^-wto^nifeet em 
piovmcnt for AFDC -motheiv. 

Mr. >SArriKT{. Ciiairinan. I .share Senator Cuitis ctmceni about 
the quality of statV vei-sits nuinlKU-s. and tlu iv is no inagi<- answer to 
this. In (leorpa. wt* ha\e tried to deal with this quality element in 
addition to .setting npninmni ^taiulanls. by ivipiiring that statf work- 
ing in day eaiv cent^i^ take advantage of tiainiiig opportunities made 
avuilahle'. and we see that tlio.se tiaining o])i)ortunities are made avail- 
able. We d6 this in cMwperation with the Kdueation ])ei)artment. and 
thi6 does have an impact on tiie (juality of ser\nres. \^ 

The fact remains that we' are going to ha\e to terminate servic^^ 
\\\ Gewgia to about 4t» percent of thr chlhhvn we. are .<M'yhig if we do ^ 
not, get* some mone\ oi um^- ivlief fromtthe standards. Xow. T do not 
think the intera^ncy ^taiuhmK. or those in title XX. are sacrefk Our 
experience \i\ Oi'orgia is that a .slight 1\ lugher rati- for some age rai\ges 

. have ]>rovided gc^iKl ser\ i'-e. But thV faut i.^. /m Oj'tober 1, we aiv 
re(]niml ,to meet the higHvr standnnls in tit*le XX* 

A"- I siirf cai-rnM'. we aiH> dose to complyinir. 4^«t even being that 
elo>e. it is going to either rost us monoy. or,we are iroing to have to 
reduce ?ervic<?s to chihlren. I do n<»( think any ol know fully the 
hemMit of the ])ro\ isions-for eneonraging oi proMding incontives for 
emplov^nent of AFDC motluu's. We do lun)w that the employment 
of AFlXMnathers Iuks n^nltfd 4n the ivxptin inent thi^it. thryju- trained 
bv staff, rf they are, trained, we will ha\e to o\ ahmtet^lieir interests, 
thrir capacity/amUj-ain them, or el?e they will not be able to do the 
job. Ju^t,])utting flOO motT ^ta^T people in onr da\ care centeiv will 
not get it. We are ^(U/iir to lunc lo place^gieat deal of imi)ortance 
on pi-otiaring these'people' for ro\iding good child care, and I think 
We can do it, * * . 
. Mr. YowKLL. Mr. Cljiairnlan.^vvouhl like to commeni. too. T [eel 
that the public sch^Kd tvaehyr OTjb'M^ intcnstcd in doing a gowl 
job. she doi^s daftiagc to the cl^ildrcji -she or he. wlnx'ser it might be. 
A poor ^")iiysician iQigUt not treat his patient well. 
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1 have been trvintr to find out what is out ihevo w hen we tulk about 
AFDC niothei-i^. Wo have' a ooniiminity college, who ha^ txaken three 
ZIP codes, lai-jG^ely occupied by thrc^e dift'ereiit etlinic groups* and 
surveyed and developed a j)ix)file oiuhese people, and developed a 
curiiculum in oKler to train them f9r enr^ploymeiit. I feel that the 
testimony of,C*harleb Kite who is on the faculty of the University of 
Texas Science Center, sent his i-esidents out to spend part of several 
days with a Spanish surnamed woman who had a fourth -grade educa-. 
tion, and says, you listen tQ her about love and rearing childi™. She 
knows mbi-c about this than you do. i 

I- So I want to^ay that, these people -are there that will make great 
workers. And we can employ them and get them out of the welfare 
rolls.' 

[The prepared statement of Messrs. Newgent, Gourley, Vowell, and 
Casse, follow:] ' . , ' . 

PBEPAHED STATE3fEN'T OF FraNKT XEWQENT: ADMINISTRATOR, DiVIBlON OF FaMILT 

Skrvices, Wisconsin D^ipartment ftr Health and Social Services 

^ • DAY^ CARE AND TITLE'XX REGCLATIONS 

Wisf^onsin is presently serving approxiRiately 30,000,children in licensed day 
care faoilitioi. Mo^?t families utilizing daj care ha vie modest or low incomes. For* 
them, whetiier they pay fuU cOst or receive partial siibsidv, the added costs 
created by meeting Title XX staff/child ratios' will be diffipult or impossible. 
Wheii day care centers serve -a uiixcd child. population including paying and 
*<ulisidized clients, tiie paying client is 0*P4"emiy forced io seek other day care 
arrangemenLs wiien costs increase m .order to meet federal' regulations. . 

Tlie Wisconsin experiences with the Title IV regulations and the Federal 
Interagency Day Care Itequiremeiits have^ shown that it is difficult indeed to 
meet the reauired ratios when there are nut sufficient monies. Most of the centers 
in the MUwanket^ region, the most heavily populated part uf tlie .state, requested 
waivers to the staff/child ratio under Title IV-A Federal Interagency Day Care 
Rofiuirements. These were granted peliding a decision by the- Department of 
IleaUh, B<lucation and Welfare. " * 

•With Title XX ratios being considerably -more stringent' f5r children under 
three years of age» it Is jinlikely that djty care centers will be able to meet the 
,new regain tion«< unless additional funds are available. * , ^ 

The follow ing is an example of increased -day care costs which \vill result from " 
the application of Title XX staff/child ratios. Wisconsin's- licensing rules re- 
quire one ^tafT member for every ten children between the ages of three and 
n>ur Federal Interagency Day Care Require ihents mandate one staff member for 
every five children in this age groui). ( See Appendix I ) Consequently .staff costs 
would double Proportionate increases would occur in other age brackets de- 
pending nn the relative dlffpren^'e between Wl.seonsin's licensing rftles a'iid Fed- 
e"ml Interacency Oay Care requirement staff ratios. 

In line with the alM»\-c exami»Ie. figures made available by the largest. day care 
agency in Wisconsin, which serVes approximately 12.000 children a year* indi- 
cntev that the increased staff costs, utilizing as much as pos.sibre ApDC motbefs 
aijd 6fb<T low income i>er*?ons, would amount- to .$1721.24 per child fop the first 
yvnr < See Api^endix ID This Micl'udes salary, fringe «l>egeflts, traijiing, coulisel- 
iug nutreach. and HniH^rvisbui. For the' second year, wi-th no increase in salary, 
the cost wiaibl be .?15U0.2I per cbihl pcRjiear, Imsed on no outside training during 
fbe «<ernnd year. While the Jigures may appear hlgh.^tbe agency's earlier expeM- 
ence with AFDC nu^tbors -{lired under the Concentrated Employment Program 
and New Careers, huilding'fn the outreach, training and supervision, was very 
*<uccessfnl. Many of tbc^w'omen are still Omployed by the agency, comprising 20 " 
perrrnt nf f beir staff. < untrlbutlqg taxe.s on a^regular basis rather ihan returning/ 
tt»'the welfare roles, ^ *; ^ 

Wifbrtut the training and i^upervision bpilt Into the program, tliere is real 
danger nf the ctienion and exploitation of, AFDC mothers, promising much ami 
giving" thentlittlo ivay of skills which pt^ovlde for bngolng employment* not 
"made" work. < ^ • > . 
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This eiuiilinsls Ita.s im u uu the ^Mnployment aspect of the proposed legisjation ; 
more important is tlie effect <in the ciiildren. If tlie intent is that children be 
Iflven a boost in their j:ro\\th and develiip^ent, there must be substantial em- 
phasis on the quality of the staff. Wi.scousin's regulations reiiuire^ that the pri- 
mary persons in charge of children mast iiave at least two years qf higier 
education including a course in child growth and de\-elopment, or a hi^h scllool 
diploma and twi> courses in earlj childhood education/child development. These 
are minimum requii-ements. 

A point must be made for examining the implications of the increased. ratios 
of adults to children. There must be rtTognition that added adults do not neces- 
sardy result in better programs. Are we playing a numbers game that says ifvve. 
put more warm bodies in a' classroom wo will have good care for children or will 
we look at personal characteri.stics, training and experience in the .selection of 
staff for day care under Title XX? If numbers are the criteria, the trained are 
equated with the untrained. If care and protection of children i.s our goal, let's 
make sure that all staff whatever their roles, have ^een appropriately screened 
and trained, liet's be sure that Jf added funds are put into the provision of day 
care, children arc the beneficiaries of good care, and not the victims of too 
MltUe. 

APPENDIX I 

COMPARISON OF STAFF/CHILO RATIOS-TITLE XX AND WISCONSIN'S RULES FOR LICENSING DAY CARE CENTERS. 

* ' FOR CHILDREN ^ J 



Adults Children 



Qdir 6 wmK$ - j i 

•S wttKs throufh 36 months ^ i i ' ? 

3 to 4 years J - ' } 

4to6jfears'. ' -- * * * - 



6 to 10 years. 



1 15 
1 . 20 



10 to 14 years 

Wisconsin day cart rules:* , , 

Iflfantto 1 year.: •> i j f 

ItoZyurs - ^ ^ - ; ? 

2 to 2M years • • * l 

to 3 years ,g 

4 to 5 years } 

5 years and over -•• ■ i » % 

1 2 

» Titlt XX refutations esttblish ration fM 6 wetks through 36 months,, while tht Federal interafency day care require, 
menls cover 3 to 4 years Uius crcatinf an overlap of 1 month when » child reaches a|e 3. / 
» Wisconsin statut/i (or day care licensiftf do not cover children over 6 years. 

Note. At III afe levels, Wisconsin statutes establislTa higher ratio^f children to adults exceplf between the aces of 
1 to 2 year^ ^ ' / ^ j 

Information provided by' Day Care Services for Children; Inc., Milwaukee* 

' Example . ' , * - 

Selection and hiring.of -AFDC mothers and other, low income persons. / 
Based on figures for two years at a 1 to 5 staff/child ratio,. for children ages 
3^ years. ( Wi.seoui^iH Rules require one adult to 10 three year old children.) 

. ""''i^ : L woo 

Fringe ' 616.20' 

, Supervision .1-.-^ i- 1.790.00 

Out.««ide training (base<l traiunig occurring during working hours, 
reduiring .stibstitute pay; training including (iVA) as well as 

specialize<l day care courses) 1,000. 00 

Added eo.st per child per year $1721.24 8, 600. 20 

Second year : \ * . 

No raise — - - 5,200.00 

Fringe C - 1.006.20 

Supervision - 1. 790. 00 

Added cost per cldld per year, $1,599.2.4 ^..^ 7, 996. 20 
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Prkpared Statemknt ok EwiMo B. GouRi.F.Y, Director, Division of Family 
Services, Missouri Department of Social Sepvicks 

I understand that the CVimniittee has riMiuested luiniirtinrs from^thc States 
regarding the propost*d legialatiou affecting the staffs child ratios for day care 
centers and group day care homess. I am rofifrriiig particularly tu H.R. 0S03 and 
S. 2425. 

We are strongly jii favor of the intent vf S. 2425, but we have .several sugges- 
tiou^Xor changes which we lielieve are very necessary : 

1. We do not believe the period between now and December 31, 1975, will 
liernnt the actual iuipleuientation of the Bill to the 'extent that the centers 
and homes w^uld he in compliance by January 1, 1076. We are already into 
the month of October, and by tlke.t4nie the Bill has pcis.sed Congress ;'4ias. 
been signed by tUe President, an appropriation has been made; regulations 
and instructiMUb have been prepared by HEW; and ADC mothers have be^n 
selected and put through a training course, w^will be into 1076. W-e suggest 
an effective date of July 1, 1976, as a /late by VvhicU: compliance could rea- 
sonably be expected. ' ^ 

.2. We .strongly endorse 4^he addition of th^ .^00 million appropriAtion 
above the existing ceiling on Title Social Service Funds. We agree that 
if the higher Federal standards «rc standards which the Federal government 
'wishes to enforce, it will require considerably greater Federal funding than 
is now available. . • 

3. We are also in agreertient with the change in the matching: formula 
which wbuld increase the Federal .share to 80%. 

4. « Tlie tax cre<lit pirovision appear** to be a positive hut complex approach 
tu the problem of helping the centers and homes, and uiight become difficult 
to administer, depending in great part on the ^regulations that would be 
ostahlished to carry out this section of the law. 

We strongly concur with the idea of using ADC motliers v^lierever possible as 
aides in ?hild care centers and group homes. There are deHnite prgbleuis asso- 
ciate<l,with that concept which should be trailed to jour attention. The agency 
would have the means of encouraging centers to employ AFDC persons as staff 
mempm, however, w^ are not certain how the 207^^ and 80% payments would* 
flow to a center which employed such person^. Also, a niajur .question exists as to 
whether the ftve year grant provision would be available to an AFDC person 
if they remaine<l employed by it center for a total of five y^'ars. Unless the mother 
has some work history, we assume thr^t most t?enters would insist upon some 
minimal (graining course before employing her. We are concerned about the 
expenses for thi.s training cdSW • 



PRfcPAKED Statement of RAY.\roNn W. Voweu,, Commissionkk. State DEi'ART.\rENT 
t)P I.*i)BLic Wp:i.fare, Tiik^Rtatk ok 'I>:xas 

•Senate Bill 242.rintroduc(Kl 1» Sj»nAt?»rK Long and Mundale i)roposes k) expand 
(piali/y child day care servi(^es and promote flie en)plo.\ment of welfare recipients 
in providing child day care services pursimnt to Title XX o( the Soi'ial Security 
Act Tlje t>ill servc'^ to aHeviato conditions under provisions and interprctati(ms 
of Ti;ie >LX which would be counterprodurtivc to the intent of the legislation and 
the ueeds'Vjf children. 

In reoent weeks the CVaiteronce of Southern Governors, tlte Welfare Adnii^us- 
trafors and others in TI.E.W Regiim VI, and other groups and individuals have 
addressed nuuiy of the problems ensuing from the implenientaHon of child cAn» 
sfafiing standanls iniposefl a.s a result of Title XX of the Social Security Act. 
It has f)een recommende<l that tlie effyctive date of Oetober 1, lOTo, for inlplemen- 
tatiou of the standards !»e posfponnl. Further, it ha.s been noted that the full 
Implementation of the stamlard>< will reiiuire additional funds if services to ehil-. 
dren a^e to he nmihtained at the present level. ' • 

Let me empliasl7.e that our goal in Texas is to provide quality day oire forchil- 
(Iron 'Hfere are twfT l^eys to (lualftj, however. I would contend, and others would 
join me In claiming, that competeni'c of stitff is of otpial or greater importance 
than stalT-t(M'hll<lren ratios. It is I'.ssential that (Vngress and the Department of 
Health. Kducatira», and Welfare give increa.MMl attention to methods by which It 
will be pns.siltlo to provide staff for da.\ care programs with the necessary ability 
,aml training to do their jobs in the fa.^^hion so badl,\ nemled an<l desired! IJKW's 
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regulations should speak to tlie quiilit\ <»f ntaff. anil not jUjjt to qiiantity^is , 
ftliouUl the law. AutUurizath>n and appn/prlatioiih bills i^liMUUl provide funding in 
a manner providing an incentive to hire and retain proiHjrlj- trained and exi>eri- 
eneed workers — nut just any person who haiipen^ to Jieed a jol> and be available 
for work. 

At this point, however,, the States who are resiK)nbible for ijuplementing Title 
. XX. and .the i-are providers themiselves. are fated with a crisis demanding immt- 
diate answers, the diflltulties caiused bj enfoKtiuent uf .staffijig ratios in m'an.\ 
cases double those being met i^rior to October 1. (Nmgre.^s has taken note 4)f these 
grave difficulties, and the legislation being con.'5idered b> this rimmiittee is one 
good-faith effort to deal positively with some of thein? 

The problems are two- fold. Firat, regardless of huw difficult or ea.^y it will be 
for the individual states to And personnel with which to do so, meeting of the 
^ increasetl ,st^iffing re<iiiireinent> will take tinie. States, brought tu a iminful aware- 
^ ness a.s Dctober 1 approai-hed and arrivwl, realize fully at this point just what Is 
^ involved in meeting the stamlards. Theware moving to do tliis. hut cannot <ind 
will uot be aide to do so in one or even tlirie or four mouths. 

The second problem at this point is that, no matter how long it*will theoretically 
or actuall.\ take to meet the staffing -Standards, it ^vill hi* a very exiien^lve task. 
In addition to thIJ i)rol4em o^ simpl.\ obtaining the t^cessary funds, the situation 
is eonii)licated b> the fact that we are dealing witll*a program who.^e funds are 
linuted. Koi* each additional dollar requireil for adding staff at a aa> care facility 
in order to meet standartl.s. there is one less dollar to i*ay >taff iiersonnel at oth«r 
facilities, whether existing or planned. Said another way, the same amount of 
Title XX money will btiy care for fewer children when increased staff-to-chlldren 
raUos must be met. - • 

S. 2425 whirh yvu are considering toda> attempts to speak to the matter -ofjhis^ 
exiK-mse. Section Z of tlie bill provilles "an additional SoOO million per year for 
chdd care o\er and above the .$2.5 billion now available for social services." Lot 
Hie .sM> that ^o state i.s going to complain about the availaiiility of any additional 
. funding for tlicM- program^. The nioiiey is desi)oratel.\ needed. More accur;itely, 
luunediatj* funding assistance i.s re<iuired for the states to idiase in the standards 
now being infipose<l. ' 

At this 'iM>i"t. I feel compelled to raise a very distressing imddeni which is 
woven into tlie CJ)st of providing tare for children under Title XX. Approximately 
150.000 children in Te.xas receive care dajlly in centers licensed by the State, and 
appro.xiniately 1*6,000 recei\e care in facilities meeting Title XX regulations. 
State regulatitms are promulgated with the greatest of care and with the ultimate 
goal of providing onh safe, beneficial care for every child involved. Hie staffing 
ratios, however, are not as high in the State-licensed facilities as in those meeting 
the standards for Title XX, The result is that Title XX funded care, because of 
* - the increased staffing required, becomes so exi»enslve that parents who pay the 
fees for care of their children simply cannot afjord care in those facilUies meeting 
tlic Title XX standards. On the other hand, centers primarily providing care to 
•children whose parents pay fees cannot afford to meet Hie Title XX standards 
witlumt i)ricing the parents paying for their children out of tbe market : therefore 
thesV facilities do not't^ffer care for Title XX-<^ligilde children. Tlie result is the 
• . j>e>;reg9tion of children b> ecouimdc circumstances— which is detrimental to the 
children involved nnd nccosts the very ideas of equality which our Constitution 
requires and which we are exiiendlng \ast sums in vaTi»>"« federal and state pro- 
'grams to ensure. . , , n * 

S 2425 offers a partial answer to this problem and the general problem of 
expense— by providing additional funding with special provisions and incen- 
tivt»s for Increasing staffing In day care centers and by raising the amonitt of 
. overall funding available" for day care in general. You can he assurt'd the states 
will be appreWativo of the assistance these means provide. 
^ I must at this point though, outline several problems wdiich T believe the 
Committee will want ti^ conSider-^proi)er resolution of which. I believe, is .ab- 
solutely essential to successful implementatiort of Title XX day care even with 
the ftdjustment.^'madeby ^.2425. ' ^ 

There are doubtlessly going to be individual situations, a? states seek to reach 
the new staffing standards, where this \ViU be especially difficult to do or may 
take a relativelv longer period of time. Of i)articular couceni In Texas and many 
other states are the rural areas where pop\dation is scattered and where stafT 
personnel aro frequently difficult to procure. Tn order that sanctions, are not^ 
appHcil and the verv persons whom Title XX is designed to help become Oic 
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" ""'y -rfnsonaljle that Congress provide fte Seoreturv rtf 
Tiealth, Educatiou. and Welfare, with tHe authority to" ruow 4S i.X^ 
P^^^-e»t<^^l'n<lren from beiUK iK-nalized. This wa ?er ant ority milh^ 
be granted only up to the time when H.E.W. returns to the Congrebs witl fhp 

In allowing the Secretary to grant waivers, it should be stressed that nn 
waivers should be granted Tor thoSe programs p;esent?y ia com^ 
XX re<iuirements-, nor in cases ^vhere any state standards would be relaxed Each 

tY^''"'. "^^^"^^^ « >1«" for in proving the ^^^^^^^^ 

of Child care services in ^hc situation for which the waiver if; soucht and ndhef 

^^difis retS in ^49^.1 '^*^^''??.| ? a-^sistance in meeting staffing stand- 
aras is retained in S. 242;>, the possibility for securing a waiver is esneciflllv 
impor ant ; without it the benefits of this provision will De very? verV frS^^^^ 
unavailable to themral areas of our nation very rrequently 

It is not solely the responsibility of the fe<leral governmeiitToTlM~^l^ 
ions to the problems. The states have been endeavoring fo^^oT ime to LeloP 

^ Ifp^'ln ' H '"^^ 'T^^ '^^y ^^'^ all chile ren However the 

states, n attempting to meet the growing needs for (pmutv day care services are 
limite<l m the scope of their service delivery due to the>2/billion^n| s^ 
for funding for social services. For example, tlieiotal request for Xiaf JerfiPP^ 
in Texas for Fiscal Year 1976 exceeded the ceHhig S by ^ 
iniHion The adi^nt of Title XX with i|s flexibility for serficrdelive?y and 
emphasis on local involvement in planning has served to augment pub [c awar^ 
ne^s of need and demands to meet those needs in all-a^-easr-Bven th^ougfTvast 
amonn s of rK-al funds are being utilized presently, there are greater amount' 
eeiling " ^""^^^ available uS the 

• ^" ^^Jlo*^" ceiling which has not allowo<l even cost-of-living increases 

since 19<2, the cost of administering the federal funds is accelerating at an 
alarming rate. As eligibility determination, reporting requirements, and admin- 
istratiDn cost rise mider a ceding, the only alterriative is to reduce the scope of 
service delivery, and fewer children are served. * * 

A solution, perhaps, might be to earmark new money .for a certain period for 
day care, hut then permit states within the intent of Title XX to set their own 
priorities for social services ot all kinds. 

As you consider the form in which you will report this legislation and thereby 
the manner in which you believe this problem shbuld he dealt with, I wouW- 
respe<-tf«ny suggest that it is vital that consideration be given to provid(ng 
the states with adequate lead time for program plannng and developmeut Three 
recent instances in which the states suffered from lack of lead. time Uidv be 
recalled: 

Public I.aw J>2-603 as originally enacted, excluded recipients of Supple- 
mental Security Income from the Foo(l Stamp program. Subsequently the 
Congress extended foml stamp eligibility to S.S.I, recipients, hut the amend- 
ment became law on r)e<'ember 22. 1073— a few short days before the law 
was to become effective on .Tan nary 1. 1074. 

The States were required to publish, their propo.sed plans for Title XX 
before H.B.W. issued Its flnal regulations for that program. 

The President on .Tanuary 0. 1075 signed info law an amend/nent creating 
Title IV-T> of the Social Security Act. .Title IV-D was to l^e effective oa 
mr ^' ^^^'^^^^r -^^^-^' publish its final regulations until June 27. 

In summary. I would like to emphasize that we are intent on delivering qualitv 
developmentfU child care .services to all the children in onr state. I urge the 
I)assag<i of measures which will allow time for the development of approaches 
to-attain that goal and the .necessary funds to implement those actions I 
•^trongl^- swppo/l tfje Intent .of S. 2425. as a state welfare administrator I am 
most pleafted to see tpe' {>os^lblllt> of receiving inen»ase<l funding for dav care 
programs aud ^tnfflnU: anrH rospoctfullf^n-qnest->nHr careful consideration ot 
those problems which 1 have sought to de.scrihe to you today in tlie hoiS* your 
legislation fan effectively solve or reduce them. - 
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SUMMARY " 

Senate Bill 2425 introduced by Senators rx)ng and Mondale proposes to 
alleviate conditions under provisions and interj'retatiuns of Title XX which 
could be coiiuterproductivetii^^ intent of the legi>Iation to expand develop- 
mental day cace services^fchildren. 

In recent weeks th^,y{m)Wem ensuing from the implementation of child care 
staffing standards imposed as a result of Title XX have been addressed by the 
Conference of Southern Governors and Wt»lfare Administrators in HEW Region 
VI, ^ 

Our Koal is to provide quality, developmental day cah? for all children. The 
key to quality is in the competence of staff as wel las the staff-to-child ratio^ 

A nucber of variables havt* to be considered in light of present developm^Rs 
in the child care service area. Population densities, availability of facilfnes, 
trained manpower, economic circumstances, and wishes of the people vary from 
community to community Recommended staff to chihl ratios are not founded on 
definitive research nor do they take into account divejrte needs of children or 
levels of competence in staff. The promulgation of child care delivery systems, 
with double standards will tend to segregate clnklren by economic criteria. The 
acceptance of federal staff requirements for all children will be inflationary. 
The employment of unskilled staff to provide care for children could be dam- 
aging to childrt*n unless intensive screening and training modes" are employed* 
The continued practice of funding for specialized purposes as categorical aid is 
a fonn of restriction to state planning. 

* , c 

RfiOOMMENDATlONS ^ 

1, Title XX staff-child ratios, should not be enforced until Secretary's evalua- 
tion of requirements is completed and accepted. 

2, Waivers Should be allowed for programs which cannot meet Title XX 
standanls l)ecaus€» of uncontrollable circumstances, especially in rural areas, 

3, Additional funds should he provide^ to raise the Title XX ceiling for all 
programs to offset inflationary costs which have eroded services. 

4, Federal regulations regarding eligibility determination, reporting, and ad- 
ministration should be relaxed. 

I strongly support the intent of Senate Bill 2425, 



rREPVRED Htatemknt OF Dk, Robert M. Casse, Jr., DigiitrroR, Office of Policy 
Planning and Evaluation, I^ouisiasa Health and Hum^n Resources Ad- 
ministration, State of' Louisiana 

Tjouisiana f^upporb* S. 2425 and offers the following recommendattons : 

1. Extend thfc refundable tax credit provision to cover proprietai^ (Jay 
care as well, since most such centers pay less in taxes than the cost of staff 
.increases mandated by Title XX. 

2. Add to the definftion of costs which are refundable, the indirect costs 
of employment, such^ns payroll taxes, workmens compensation insurance, 
and training. */ 

3. Provide for the payment of ^refundable tax credit payments_futj[L 
monthly basis, through the agency administering Title XX in each state. 

4. Raise tlve ceiling for 80-20 matched i>ayments to $C00O to cover pre- 
viously passed increases In minimum wage jVay meats, 

5. Limit the availability of matching funds to $6000, to remove the possf:^ 
bllity of matching salaries of highly paid personnel. / 

0, Lower the percentage of participation in AFDC program which quail* 
ties care givers for benefits, so that these benefits are payable to any center 
in which AFDO chifdren are enrolled, 

7, Include funds for training of'>vel(are mothers, specify that In service 
^ training can be funded. ,> _ ^ 

^ • , . » . L > 

A. Louisiana commends Senator Tvong and Senator Mondale for their efforts 
to relieve fhe problems created by Title XX, Public I^w 03-647, Part A, Section 
2002 (a) 0 (A). Louisiana has objected in the past to the implementation of 
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Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements and HEW regiila.tlons, however, 
the provisions of Senate Bill 2425 appear tu alleviate two oj oi^ flye strongest 
objections. The remaining three objections could be met through the enclosed 
amendments. , . ' 

B, This bill does give States the opportunity to meet those day care standards 
at little additional cast while cotermlnously enabling States and the Federal 
Government the opportunity of reducing welfare rolls through the employment 
of welfare recipients. In addition, this bill continues the requireme'nt of Public 
Law 93-^647, Part A, that the Department of Health, Education and Welfare con- 
duct a study to determine the appropriateness of the Federal Interagency Day 
Care Standards. ♦ 
* II. ' ' 

A. Since the enactment of TiUe XX (Public Law j93-^7. Part A), Louisiana 
has vigorously opposed the manda^ug of the 1968 Federal Interagency Day Care 
Re<iuirements on daji care centers. This opposition has been maintained because 
of: • . 

1. Tlie lack of empirical research documenting the validity of the standards 
^(child/staff ratios) as relates to development of children. The study re- 
quired by the law concerning evaluation of these standards should be com- 
pleted before mandating unsubstantiated standards upon the States. 

2. The economic hardship it would impose upon Louisiana citizens who 
do not receive day care se^^'ices under Title XX. This hardship would result 
from centers having to increase their staff to maintain their current level of 
service. This increased staff cost would have to be shared by the working 
parent. In Louisiana this would moan an increase of approximately $42 per 
child or a 50 per cent increase per child, 

3. Tlie creation of a dual day care system will require the separation of 
Title XXrecipionts from those who are non-eligibles in centers serving Title 
XX recipients. These centers will be forced to close their doors to non-eligi!)le 
children because of the increased costs that must be incurred by the paying 
parents. ' . * 

4. The lack of additional funds would deny day care services to approxi- 
mately oqe-half of those Title XX eligibles currently enrolled in day care 
centers in Louisiana. . ^ ^ * 

5. The lack of trained day care pers9imel available aiid the subsequent 
training to .prepare personnel to staff the centers. 

0. Senate Bill 2425 offers. an opportunity for Louisiana to maintain its 
current level of services to Her children at no additional state cost while also 
prodding ,gainful employment to welfare recipients and otlrer 'low income 
persons. I^ocauso it losssons the burden which would otherwise have been 
imposed on those penters soi'ving hot if Title XX eligibles and non-eligibles 
and because Senate Bill ^425 honors the study required in section 2202 ( A )9 
which will hopefully result in appropriate staff-child ratios which will maxi- 
mize the quality foT day care for our children, I^uisiaiia accepts Senators' 
Long and Mondale's hill with Louisiana's tecommended amendments as this 
compromise helps to alleviate the severe problems caused by the imposition 
of these .standards on Day Care Centers throughout the United States. 

' , in. 

A. In connection with the testimony, Louisiana presents the following recom- 
mendations* for amendments to Senate Bill 2425 : 

1. Delay implementation of Title XX ratios until the current IIBW study 
is complete and published. 

2. Extend the refundable tax cre<lit provision to cover proprietary day 
care as w^ell, since most such centers pay less in taxes than the cost of staff 
incroases.mandated by Title XX. 

»3. Add to the definition of costs which are refundable, the indirect costs 
of employment, such as payroll tnxe.s,^ workmens compensation insurance, 
' and training. ' ^ 

4. Provide for the payment of refundable tax credit payments on a monthly 
basis, through the agency administering Title XX in each state. 

5. Raise the ceiling tpr 80-20 matched payments to $6000 to covQr pre- 
viously passed increases in minimum wage payments. / 



0, Limit tile availability ot matchini; funds to $C00O, to remove the possi- 
bility of matching salaries of highly pay personnel. ♦ 

7. Lower the percentage of participation in AFDC program which <iuali- 
fies care givers for bene^t^*, so that these benefits are payable to any center in 
which AFDC children are enrolled. 

8. Include funds for training of wellare rhothers; specify that in service 
training can he funded. 

The Ch.virmax. Thanjc youAory much, gentlemen. 

Next, we have Mrs. Doan S^^an, the president of the Greater New 
Orl^ns Licensed Child Care Association. Is Mrs. Swan here? Wo 
wolfld be pleased tojiear 5^bur statement, Mrs. Swan. ^ ^ 

STATEMENT OF DEAN SWAN, PRESIDENT, THE GREATER NEW 
ORLEANS LICENSED, CHILD CARE ASSOCIATION 

Mh. SwAX. Mn Chairman, niembei*s of the committee. I am a direc- 
tor of a day care center in Xew*Or]eans, and I am president of the 
Grc»ator New Orleaiis Licensed Child Care Association, and iri being 
a president of that f^roup, approximately 50 percent of the^^o centers 
I represent are ADC financed centei*s. 

' What has happened has been a real shpck to these people. They havo 
no time to j)rei)are as far as getting more staff. Tj^ey are looking to see 
how they can afford to do* it, if they <fan get tlie staff. There just is ft 
coniSehsus of opinion that they are ''not going to be able to finance this 
tlieiiK^ehes witn whatever kind 6f people they can get. Hearhig about 
)our bill, Senator, I definitely v\ould back that because it gives us time 
to either have these. ratios changed or to get staff trained. Having the 
parentis from welfare work in our centers, I would be agreeable to tliis, 
speaking just for myself, for the \ youngest children, children under ^ 
three perhaps, if they went through a trannfng program, but I cannot 
imagine putting an untrained persoa witli a 4-year-old class or a 3- 
year old class, iyid «ven my infants, I definitely would want them 
trSiied first. TJkmv are many associate dc^jiiee piograms available. 
There is one in* Louisiana, in New Orleans, available. 

In vour bill, you offer supplementary uioney, 80 percent ; I would like 
to see an addit ional 20 percent added because a lot of these centers may 
luu c partial priv ate, nonfuiided parents there, and they would have 
to pa} entirely too fnuch to keep their child in the center to make up for 
the .staff ratio increase. 

Tlu^se parents often are. single families. Maybe it is a young couple 
w ith twi) or trUree chiklreji, thev just are not financially able to pay 
more than w^at is now being paid for day care in I^uisiana.' 

Weljave,'for a lojig time,*fts a' group .for the last two yeai*s been 
askiuji.for an increase in the $65 per nvonth that the center is now 
riH'ei\ing for ADC children because that is only allowing them to op- 
erate at a minimum. That does not give them what they would like to 
have, to have really quality care, and the stated goals of oui* associa- 
tion in New^ Orleans is the upgrading of centers, and that does not 
ueceKsaiMly mean changing the staff I'atios. I do not agree with them. 
1 have no proof, but when there is a study made to show me that I 
^houkU but at this time \\\mt we have in the State of Louisiana cer- 
tainly i.s adequate, and it has only been recently implemented, so we 
liav^ just underg^n'e a change. 
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As far as Jho children in thv <rroups, speakiuj^ froin my point of 
view, working; with then> e\ery da>, rhildreii Uinvn from peer relation- 
ships and neoe^saril} to take a room that is equippeil or large eiion^h 
to accommodate, sajj, 16 cliildren, 14 to 10 children, and put 45iidiilts 
in that room too with the children, I tannot imagine teaching in a 
J situatipn like that. And I am talking abont, like, 5-year-olds, and if 
you had a room witli children under 1 and a one to one relationshii) 
what are you going to do, haVe 10 ehildren, 10 women, in one room? 
Arc you going to ha\e little cubicles djvlded up? I think you wouhl 
have a lot of staff, standing around talking to eaclif other, instead of 
Watching the children, and as it is now, if you are training the staff — 
which they ^,?ii]e making every effort to do. Our association is having 
lots of worksKo'ps encouraging them to attend anything welfare puts 
out, or the univeraties m I^uisiana on early childhood de\elopment. 
This is the kind of input we really need to upgrade the day care. 

Other than that, the parents — well, I feel like the parents choose to 
put their children in tlie centei-s. They do not put them in babysitting 
where they would have that ratio of 1 on 1, 1 on 2. 3 or 4, They choose 
to j)ut them in da,y care centers wli^ere they know^ what the existing 
ratio is, and there/is a reason for doing this* You have your State fire, 
heajth inspections, youV social worker. You h(|\e a lot of control there 
on the physical safety aspects and the health aspects, and some -degree 
V QU the education of the tiiildren, so they, of tlieir own accord, choose 
jto place their children in this arrangement, and do not couiplaiit — 
at fenst, I do not get any t:omplaints — and are well satisfied with the 
ratios as they now exist. Thank you. 

The Chairman-. Thank you very much, Ms. Swan. I will certainly 
do my best to see to1t that your problem is fairly considered by the 
^ committee and also by the Seiuite. I did not create this situation. I aui 
tryifig to fii^d answei;^ for it, ami I appreciate your testimony here 
today. . - 

Ms. -Swan. ''I^iank you. I know you d^l not create it, and we ap- 
preciate the ejfort of you and Mr. Moiidale on this bill. 

The (^iiAUiMAS. Tliivdc you very much. 

Ms, Swan. Thank yoti 

[The prepai ed statemei^t^^^QIs. Swan follows :] 

\\ 

rRcrAKKii Statkmknt of Dka.v Swan, 1'rk8U)ent of tuk Nkw Orlkans Greater 

LiCKNSKI) CUn.lI OaKK A88()riATlO.V 

DistiUKuishod inlL'nihQrs of the comniittt'e . I nai ai i\ay cnre (nrtK?tor in New 
Orleans. r,ouisianrf . t am also president of the New .Orleans Greater Licensed 
CU\U\ Cnre AssiK'iation. My, purpose todny is to tell yon of some of the itrobleins 
of day rare providers nssocinte<l with , the passage of Title XX, and of our hopes 
for remetlles froai S. 2425. " ^ ' 

There Is no other way to put the que.sjlon to yon than to say that Title XX 
double.*^ and hi soino eases triples the cost of prov iding day en re, without pro- 
villi uj? one single cent of Federal fuiuling with which to pay these adde<l costs. 
And I (^an tell you that the State of I/mi^lana has no money for these added 
costs, either Prese^ntly TiOuislann Is paying $05 per month for the care of ADC 
child rea—less than ^ per day. For two yeai:s we have (;rled fo have that appro- 
print ioa Increased, without suce(iss. ^»rlor to the passage of title XX, wc had 
reached the point thnt ADC cnre was costitiR us soniewhnt more than we were 
recelvlijK in support from the Stnte. Here I do not bin me the Stnte of T^uisinnn ; 
legislators have mrtiiy competing demnpds placed upon them for stnte budget 
dollars But the fact remains that funds have not been, provided to meet existing 
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care costs. Most da,\ can* i»ruvl(UTH in tlie New Orleans area who contituie tiy 
participate In the ADC prograia do ho liecau.se the> care fur iieigliborhooil chihlrenr 
who need the services, this tliey do even at a financial loss in many instaiicj>8. 

The Imposition in Title XX of the new, much stiffer ratio will caiisejMltmi- 
ship on these centers which can hardb he calculated. The iiu|mct v>ill>he on both 
providers and consnmers, because the iiperating losses which da> ct^ pro\iders 
suffer in the ADC care programs will, without questtiou, be pnssjed on to tlie 
parents of other children nut under ADC— to workiiig class, middlj* income^ fami- 
lies and to divorcees earning near mininuim wapre pay clic»cks each \veek.*Sena- 
tor Ix)ng, himself, stated that tlie cost of the Title XX ratio comlilianve will he * 
twice the present cost of care (see Congressional Record, Septembejx29, 1^75, 

pageieoaa). 

S, 2425 recognizes this tact and attempts to deal with it. To Senators Long 
and Mondale, I counnend you on > onr sensitivity to the needs of daj care pro- 
viders and to the parents who will have to bear the cost of compliance if some- 
thing is not done. 

But we respectfully must note that there are several areas of concern re- 
hialning, areas just as important as the »mes already addressed by the hill. One 
of tliem Ls that:^e pnniders in the private sector are almost comxdetelj left 
out. Uiit intentionall>. but totally left out just the same. The provision which »ui> 
plies the formula for reimbursement of Title XX compliance costs provides a tax 
credit plan for private centers, for the 2b^/o portion ntit paid directly. It happens 
that most of the day care centers in Louisiana, and I suspc»ct in every slate, pay 
annual taxes far lielow the total cost bf the additional workers re<iuired \ui(ler 
title XX. Therefore, tlu» inx credit provided in the hill is of no l>enefit. It would 
be, howe\er, if the same rate applletljjo pnnmetarj ilay care centers as appli(^d^ 
for non-profit ones, i.e, the ref iftulahle'tax credit provision. 

From the standpoint of the private providers I represent (iii tlie ^'ew Orleans 
Greater Licensed Child Care Association) I would like to associate myself with ^ 
the statement of I>r, Uobert Cass(%, and particularlj with the amendments and 
suggestions cimtainetl in tlmt statement. With those changes, we would wlude- ^ 
heartetlly support S. 3425; the hill, in our opinion, WouUl appropriate for tlic 
children of I^iailsiaixa and ^Usewhero. the lu'nefit.s anil athantages tlie Congress 
sought for thiMU in passing Title XX, and* this without dt»strojing th^ private 
prf»vider who iiroyides one half of ajl day care services in this country? 

Tlie Ch.mkman. Xow, next we will hrar from n panel consisting; of 
Mr. William L. Pierce, assistant pxccntivp <lirootor of the Cliild Wel- 
fare Tieaj^uo of Aniericji. Mr. Frederick DelliQnadri, dean of the 
School of Social Work of, the T"nivei*sity of Alahanm, Ms. Mailrino 
McKinley, associate illrector of Blacjt Child Pevclopinent Institute, 
and Dr. Myron Heifer, professor of child psych iatry of Harvard 
Uui\ersit v, re]>iesentin<r the Aim'rican Acatleiny of Child Psychiatiy. 

We ai*e happy to have this paneK and umler onr arran/rement each 
person has 5 niinnte.s, and then T will ask n few qnestions if T may. Now\ 
* suppose \ve hear from Mr. Pierce first. 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM. L. Pli^RCE, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE 
. DIRECTOR, CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC. 

Mr. PiF.m K. Tliftnl< yon very nnich, ifr. Chairman. Yon haye onr . * 
*, statenu'nt for the record, and I will briefly snnnnarize it for yon. T 
Avonid also like to say that the National Conucil of Jewish Women 
' has a letter to ;von on this subject which they would like to ImNe added 
foir the record! and they also wish to be associated with onr Jitatetnent. 
The CuAiKMA.N. Fine.* 
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Mr. PiKiu-K.^We very .stroiudy support S. 2425 because we agree with 
you and with Senator MofWa that these new -funds are heeded t6 
enable Stat»to brin«r tlieir daj vare services into compliance with the- 
provisions oPtitle XX. ' 

We believe, notwithstanding past noncompliance by the States and 
nonenforceiiient by IIE^^ this legislation will make compliance and 
enforcement really practical and really^ possible. Altljough long delay 
iR full implementation of the 19G8 i-equlrepneiits is^ unacceptable and. 
might l^^he subject of other hearings, w concur with those \yho insist 
on the phased iinplementation of the title XX standards, and wc agr^e 
with these puWk welfare adniftiistratorsliere today. We t'Kihk k should 
bp G months, rathor than 3 montjis because of the practicalities. 

The league has previously sought a Federal matching, rdte above 
75 percent for child welfareservices, including day.catre services. Thus, 
we very much 'approve of fhe 80-percent rate provided fpv in your 
^legislation^ We do suggest tlmt the coirifnittee might consider standard-^ 
' ization of the matching rate, in order to qiake the udministrationpf it a 
little more simplified, und, of course, would like to have matching at 
a highc^r level if possible, preferably at the 90-percent leveL 

We applaud the recognition by yonr committee that all day care 
.servicCvS bo qualified placements for Avelfare r<2;cipients employed with 
funds provided in this legislation. "Not all children can, or should, be in 
Venters. Some of tlie^m t'an^be/^ffit kintly and effectively provided for in 
group day caro homes and^family day caix» homes. 
' W(> agree \yith you that this $5,000 incentive for the hiring of wel- 
fare recipients is a^step in the right direct i(m. Our experience— and wo 
have completed two big project.s on this— with welfare recipients Jias 
been excellent; with training' and supervision they were excellent in 
thefr child care work. We also kno\j that welfare recjipients are now 
- waiting: in line for these kinds of jobs. 

T called one o£«oiir agencies, ajid they liave 50 welfare recipients 
currently i-egistertul for jobs that can go to worK if your .bill passes. ^ 

Because of the deinana for these funds to imprpve staffing and em- 
ploy, welftire recipients, we woulfl respectfully sugjrest that you might 
even want to put 'in a little reallocation formula for these new funds 
^so that all welfare recipients wherever posible could be employed, 
so that as many people as possible co\ild be taken off the welfare rolls 
with this new money ^hat you ale providing. 

Finally, in regard to thV^ulministration proposal, we believe that 
^ thp. a{)r}:)ropriateness study' not be used as a rationale f(5r further 
"'delay in^enforeing standards. We do query the effectiveness of the 
' .administration's proposed 3-percent penalty authority': If you will 
allow one other personal ^om^lent, as a parent, 1 \vould like to say 
how much roinmonsense, I think, there is in what you had to say at the 
very outset about the realities of caring for young.children. It i,s difR* 
^cult. Your daughter does not need any more expensive HEW studies 
, to know, what we know from cominonsense. If you have your back 
turned taking care (;f one child, what about those other healthy little 
ones scrambling around? They must have somebody watching them. 

Thank you very much. ~\ * ** 

The CuAnarAX. Thank you very inuch,sir».Dr. PelJiQua-dri. 
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STATEMENT t)F P. FEEDERICK DELIIQUADRI, Di^AN, SC^OOt OF 
« .SOCIAL WORK, UNIVERSITY GF ALABAMA, REPRESENTING JHE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 5PCL^L WORKERS (NASW) ' 

, Mr. 1)klhQcai)ri, Senator, I want to lua.kp a corr^»ction iii^he listing 
of your panel. Although I am the dean of the School of SociaHVork, 
University' of Alabama, I am Iiere representing the National Associa> 
tion of Social Workei-s in their behalf , and f would like to make a few 
remarks, and tlie full context of the statement is on file. 
^ The problem which C ongress now f aces has a perennial quality. At 
Tssiio is the implementation of a standard established by Congress 
which the States tljrou^h their title XX plans have undertaken to 
meet and which HEW is oblig6<l to enforce. Under present circum- 
stances, the problem has an immediacy which cannot be ignored. 

Titl^ XX prohibits Federarfinancial participation after October I 
of fhis year with respect ,to child day care expenditiliW if the State 
program is not in compliance w ith the staffing standards set forth in 
the law, S^'eral options are presented : One, States can continue to 
operate programs of child care which fall, short o*f the standard. They 
would, of course, thereby jeopardize Federal aid and run the risk of 
hat^irjjj; to absorb substantial expenditures. Two, States nnght attempt 
to come* up to the.re(jilired standard, alfhou^jh the costs in many in- 
stances would be substantial. There, States might cutback their entire 
program in order to meet the standard/ although, in so doing, they 
would serve fewer children. Foun implenibntation of the standards 
might be deferred indefinitely or for a specified time. The- difficulty 
with this approach is that th^re is no assurance tliat deferral perse will 
enable Stages to come into coiniiliance. . * 

^On the c6ntraiy, as tftis coin mi t tee notetl last December; "current 
law imposes these requirementa.^aHhoiigh there is little or no inonitbr- 
.ing of compliance.," *% * ^' 

Five, the Congress might make additional funds available t6enabU 
those who operate title XX child cafe programs to hire the required 
personnel, Aiyh six. title XX might be aftie|ided to relax the staffing 
standards*and thereby impose stringen0requirenients on tliQ "States. 

Proponents of this approach contend the standards are iiitreason- 
ably high and burdensome. Othei*s argne that children are subject ta 
emotional 'damage through impei-sonal <*are and thr6iigli the lack of 
nurturing which is a^ooncomitantof inadequate staff to cl\ild ratios. 

The first foirr options listed abwvT nre d^fecti^ e in either or both of 
two respects. They will impose a sevei-e.fifiancial burden on th^ States 
and/or they will perpetuate conditions of child care which are marked^ 
by fwfs than the prescribed staff to child ratio. A fui-ther likely result 
woulfl 1)0 the cpntraction of these programs — fcw^er families and chil- 
dren will n>ap the potential benefits of title XX despite the effort of 
Congress to make social services m^re easily and widely availaj3le. 

The approach taken by S. 2425 appears to be the most jt^iable qrider 
the circumstances. Providers will be' enabled to meet the staffing re- 
quirements ^ States will bespj^rexl from substantial financial fiardship. 
» In *the' meantime. HEW caw proceed with its st^udy^ind evaluation 
of chjkl care standards with a view toward their possible revisibn in 
1977. , ^ 
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^ ,'\Jhile mi^ht a^fe w ith hoaie critics of the prciient standards Wlio 
^ maintain that a more intensive ratio of st-aff to children doCvS not 
guarantee quality care, it ha^ beeni our experience that insufficient . 
staffing wiH certainly insure a. level of child care that is less tlian 
adequate. • ' , 

' I would be glad to elaborate more on this, Mr. Chairman. I hap^)fen(ed 
j to be the Chief of the ChildrenV Bureau in 1968 when these staiTd- 
ards' went into e ffects and I ntigh t comment on them later on. . ' 
Thank*ypu. ... y . 

The Chairman. WI|y dp you not go ah&d and comment on it ? . 

Mr: DeixiQuadri. I Ti|tened Jto the discfrssion,^nd this, is my 
personal observation, Sen^>c^^Vhen those standards came into effect 
in 1968, they parrie as a result pf ^ lot of 'work, a lot of study, and a lot t 
of meetings, they did not cam^_4ustt,;i^ of the blue. What we 
thought then \va^ a good standard caihe fFbm the people who studied 
child behavior and what it means to tkke care of children outside of 
their own h6mes in situation like daycare. 

AVT;at we specified then was that we thought'^ was an adequate mini- ^ 
inuii) standard^ Now we Ime had 7 years of experience. The evaluation 
of this experience should have taught us something. Should we con- 
tinuo it, or should wecharigeit? That is where we are now, ' ^ 

But tninst emphasize it was not .that tliese^tandards came because 
nobody, studied them. It was pur best, thinking of the^ time. It may 
change *now, but in order to. implement that, you need iQoney. In 
Alabama, for t^xanaple, tinder title %X 12,000 children willlie served 
in its day care allocation. It is interesting to note that 40 percent of 
their rnoncy is'for day 'care. Yet they are serving only 12,000 children ; 
whereas inthat State there are 250,000 households that have income of 
$6,000 or less. ^ 

Vfhni we are indicating: is just a l)eginning in this* very vital area 
of day care. The States have respoiided by saying, yes, this is very 
important. Alabama has. You have heanrthe other States. But it js • 
ffoing to require more money than we have at presetit 

Thank yoii,,Mr. Chairman. ' ' . * 

The CuAniMAN. Thank you very much. 

I>t us. see — Maurine McKinley. associate director of the Black 
Child Development Institute* , 
We are happy to have you. 

STATEMENT OF MAURIIJE McIHNLEY, ASSOCIATE' DIBECTOE, 
, , . BLACK CHILD IJEVELOPMENT. INSTITUTE - * 

Ms. MrKixi.KV. I am representing the institute today and our 
affiliates in 25 States. We Imve worked witlvSt^te legislatures, local 
coiniji unities," day care centers, and State officials in the- 25. States! 
We found general support not only for title* XX, but for Senate bill 
2 125. We are in basic agreement with the general principles and under- 
lyinir philosophy inherent in this legislation. 
iThere are several joints, howevei*, wllich-we feel heed clarification 
tnat would strenjrthen this bill and simultaneously serve the needs of 
• all children in this country, and I thijik that the HEW representatfon 
^ really underlined our fiust apprehension about this bill and of ti^lc XX,\ . 



and that is the hick of a monitoring and enforcement procedure and * 
lack of evahiatiori by the Federal Governm'ent 

We have found that States, by and large, and operators an^ boards 
of nonprofit child development centers support (hese standards and 
would like to be in com'^iliance. We find HEW has not been the leader 
that they ought to be m assisting States and groups to do this, so 
fliat we would like to see some provision that would require HEW , 
"ito certainly show more leadersliip and certainly to monitor th^ ex- 
penditure of Fedexal funds to be sure, that States and centers are in 
compliance, and our statement makes some specific suggestions. I 
-^wilhiot go into that here: - . 

Secondly, we feel that it is important that provisions be made for 
training and especially as the bill makes provision to provide employ-' 
m^nt to AFDC recipients. We support that. We believe tlwt the staff 
ought to be competent, and therefore \je have made some specific 
suggestions reganling training. , ^ 

» And then finally, we had agreed with the 3 months' po5tpK)nemen£ 
^and had wanted that,ti^ be.firm and not to be flexible. We have listened 
tp the te^imony^ of the State administrators and understand the prob- 
.lem^ that 'they have,^so that our final statement will not insist on not 
extending that 3 month postponement, but our statcmei?t will insist 
that whatever period is determined feasible will not be further post- 
poned because we have seen the 1968 Federal interagency day care 
requirements changed by congressional action to make the education 
component mandatory rather than optional; the proposed 6-month 
postponement— hopefully that bill was killed — afTd certainly some of 
the efforts by some of the groups in States to resist any standards to be 
di^ugerous to children and certainly harmful to quality day care 
programs. 

Our final statement to the comiyiittee will include documentation 
from federations of local, nonprofit centers ^^ho sirppprt^the standards 
and who recognize the kind of financial burdens that will be incurred^ 
They support the .standards because of their concern for qualitv care 
Jov childi*en and are making efforts to see that the standards and tHeir 
Centers are upgraded: 

Thank you. 

The Chairman. Thank you. 
Mr. Belfer is next,* - i. 

STATEMENt OF H^kjiOV BELFER, M.U, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF 
CHILD PSYCHEMBY, HARVARD UNIVERSITY/ ON BEHALF OF 
THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF CHILD PSYCHIAtRY 

Mr. Belfkr* Mr, Chairman, day care for infants and young children 
calls for the provision of a complex and demaildin^ form of care for a 
population that in many instances is at ^reat risk for th^ development 
, of later psycl/iatric am^ social disability. The failure to provide ade- 
* quate care ta infant-s with the proper depjree of attentiveness, consist- 
ency, and wArmth has been shown repeatedly to produce a withdrawn, 
affectless, aJienated" child for whom society later pays through a ^ick 
of pVoducnvity, psychological iporbidity, or crinriinality. * 



Day care can hi\ an cffecftive means of providing care for infants 
and young children with usually a minimum of psychological dis- 
ruption and in many instances a significantly positive influence on 
social and emotional gro\vth provided that there is effective attention 
-to the needh of the recipients. When confronted with the (distractions 
of larger numbers of children to care for, there is a tendency on tl\e 
part of day care workers to use control, restraint, and routiuized 
means of caring. With an increasing child-to-staff ratio, there is an 
increasing lack of affective interchange and a larger turnover in 
staff which contributes to an inability of the children to make ade- 
quate positive identifications with their surrogate caregivers with 
whom they are pi-esent for Jong hours during* the day. Good caregivers 
do not stay in centers when they feel the burden pf too many chi^ 
dre.n, and then the children lose out. 

There are no short cuts in the provision of the adequate care that 
avoid distorted cognitive and emotional development. This has 
beeit recognized in the Federal Govemment's investnient to develor 
lietter trained, certified day care specialists in such programs ^ the 
Head Start supplementary' training program and the child develop- 
ment associate program. - * - . * 

We feel v erj' strongly that adec^uate training for day care workers 
is of vital importance. The cost of staff makes this item, staff budget- 
ing, in a center\s budget vulnerable to cuts, and thus enforced staffing 
standards are needed. Standards such as those of tlie Child Welfare 
League whicli recognjze the needs of the cliildi'en are absolutely nec- 
essary. The standards shonld cover botli tlie kinds of training needed 
for day care, workers and the numbers needed for effective care iii'cach 
age grouping. ' . * 

Present regnlations .regarding'tlie child/.staff ratios are only ade- 
quate^sif tlu\v ai e inteijpreted and enforced as applying to direct serv- 
ices to the clrilclren ixj ihtv care, and hot interpreted as including the 
center's cook, driver, et cetera^ In the -6 weeks to 3 years age* grouping, 
there is the need to i-ecocniize thai staff time, must be provided th;it , 
jroe§ beyond that "lieeded fpr di^er changing^ the pre^^aration of 
food, et cetera, and in the G- througiri4-vear age grouping, it ,must 
l>e imderstooil thrtt in day care it is essential to provide a wider variety 
of activity in a anore personalized wav than that in the classroom. 

Staff ratios must hQ considered in relation to the time,availp.blc to 
the chilfhvn and the overall time that staff work-in the center^?. T}tx(^' 
provision nee(te to be made for caregivers who can be free of fixed 
jesponsibilities to.meet crises and assist the special need^ child- It is 
the abilitv tp hp available that can make th^ jlifference in tliQ^healthy 
development of u child. To dilute the abilitv of trained workers to 
hauslatc. tteir skills for the well-being of tlie chrldren is to erode 
fheeffect of current expenditures. ' * . / „ - 

Child psvcliiatrists as cons^dtants to dav'care centel*s^ as tfTcmboTSpf ^ 
r)Tan,iiin«T boards, rfnd as therapists tor cMhVreji and families, have 
qhserved the vpi^ positive effeVts^of .frood.daAr p^^re servt(peSj bkt- hav^ 
,ilso w itne^sejl tho nossibfe (letriment^al .in^uence of the^Hn»(^riTtinize.el 
ware.housinitr of cliilrfren. f^t^u^dArds oi care inrornorittinfl: at least tb<*, 
ratios curreittlv ncovided- for,.*in tHe' re)rndationS'^J)i^^,e.<^nfi}al* anci 
thounrht shonld he p-iven'to sppcificallv m^Hinatin/vihoJahnlicajfion isif 
these staff ratios in'rplation to dif ect \fc^ork Vith children.j « . . » ^ » . 



' V ' * ' .83 ' ' ' ' 

To (lelav tlve iiiiplciiuMitatioii of ^taiitlanK is to pla<*i^ in jeopardy a 
population of chihh'en alie^uly at risk. 

I thanlvvou'on behalf of the Anieruah Academy of Cliikl PhVohiatr\ , 
for this.opi>ortunity^to lest ify^ ^ 

The CuAimiAN. Thank \v^u veiT iliuch fo|' y<>ui^*le5riinon\ inerc 
today. ' : \ • - 

I am sure that alf of yon know that I ditl not stH'k tor<>n.>u]t your 
g^oup^ before I iiitro^luoed thi.^ bill. I think that :<>mv Mi*:«restioni> 
were made before'Senatoi >fondale Joined ii> il^ c*i>ponsor, ami these 
may lia\ e eomc from }our gix)up^, to ^u<^^v>t that tin re .-^*me nwdi% 
ficatiouij which had i^een ntade to the bilk and yoy ha\e niade some 
. v©ry ^ood suggestions here, 

I, for one, did not support tliL? particular standard vrlieii it \va.^ 
agreed to» but. I believe it is alK>ut tiine we ivcogiH;ie<l there lia.'? got 
, to bo a .standard, and jt sliould not take foix*\er to arri\e at ^onie con ' 
elusion/ , " - ' '-..^ • . - 

Now. the idea of taking another 18 months to think about it lunl 
huggest a standard fea].ly is pnetty ridiculous to nte. I dx)»not think 
those people are willing to wait that long for their payAeck, those 
.who- want 18 months to think about it, and I woukl hope tfiat we can 
eitht*r fund these standards ol- agree on the others. , 

But I am .happy to sci\ that at least. there are a large numl^er of lis, 
other than those wlio speak for the admiuistnrtion. wJbothinTv that Vo 
ought t,o niove/>n ahead to provide s'taffing for daycuif and funds to 
pay fot it. I;iim pleased to see that gcneraHy i\e a^?it?e on what the* 
approach ought'to be. . ' ' - ^ 

u I w'ant to'thank each of you for appearing, and niay I siiy to this 
particular; panel. Ixicause you are the last A\1tnessei> to appear here 
this morning that I will do my wvx best to see that what you have 
had to testify corner to tluuittTentijDn of e?v er>- Senator on the committee,, 
as well %s the Senate itself^ You have made a/ery fine contribution, 
and I hope very much that* we can move -in tliis ai-ea, not only to. 
provide Hie.se \'liildren aiv opportunity, but to help piwide some 
of theso families an oppoituruty to moVe out of depejidenoy and into 
gahiful employment. " » . 

I just do not agr(^ with \he statement tlmt was inud^ here which 
would, in eff(5ct, suggest that these millions-of motUei-s who, through 
no-fault of. their p>vn,jn most castas, ha\e to call itpoii the Govcnunent 
' to help thein^lbok after their little chiWreiu^re not ^vortlly of being^ 
empjo^^'ed in the.^.clay -taVe centei-s. Peop^le wjiom T very rn"cl,H 
s{Wt in tliis aa^ea.t^'me that if is uot ^o mndi a college. dcjjri'ee^ 
, someoiie neecls t-^i AVork^ with little dtikhw.^Jt "is jusfthe fa<ft that 
* they need to loye little clijlilivn. Thdy'nml to^haVo. j»^^«i^bqi^t con>4 
*cera for those people. * • . ' - at- *; ^^^-^ ^ ^ " 

\Mr. PiKRCK. Senator, if T may just one serond— ijt is tiflPrtant 
for the.se welfare lecipients to go to w'ork that T talked to on^^^^*^^ 
I'enler bperatois, ,and they sai<l that in their St^ite,' wongep wiIWAaic^ . 
'thf w^elfare mlls^t'O take a job with a little tH*aining in a day care" 
center, making le.ss inone'y than thoy wei^ curieiitly making on web ^ 

fare 'l>ecause they wan^ to ^^T>rk so badly, and yoiii* hill is right on jfr; 
target. Yon are meeting the nhih of these women, and the needs of " 
tiio'bhildren. ' , ' . • ^ '^^"^ 

The Ch A iRM A jf/riiank you very mi^ch. ■ * ' ^ 




ERIC 



■8 



84 

Xow is theiv anUhiii^r more that an> of >ou \k\uv] would like to 
add heiv i Ye^\ ^ir. 

Mr. DklmQuadui. Oii that same subjc(»t, ScMiator, I thjrik Mr. 
Saiu'iei* f roin Gfor^ria hi^rldi^rlitrd the prohleiii lmau>e he i>/\\orkin«r 
diivctly with it iu tho ilay caiv. When you brinVj tho>o inothoi^ in, 
whether it i^ welfare inothei'b or ait\lKHly oIk*- who is in a efitRTday 
*are center, tjiere iieed> to orientation and tniinin«r. Thi.s can be 
done. Tliere are enon«rh re>onri'e.s in tlie States, in the TUii\ei-sitie.s, 
in thetrainin*r profrranib, to niake u tremendoub impact to/m training 
pro<rranis. . ' ^ J 

I think til is could Ik* done very easily. ^ — ^ 

Tho (fnAiKMAX. Thank you very much tol- your testimony here 
tod;v^-. ^ ' * . 

flho .prepared state.nient.s of Messrs. Pierce, DelliQua'dri. and Ms. 
McKinleyjuul tho jsTatioual Council pf Jewish Women, follow :] 

• Sx.mME.NT OF WilmaM L. Tierce. Assistant Exkcutivk r>iREcTOR; Cun.D 

Welkark League ok America, Inc.* ' 

INTROnrCTION 

* M} muiw ifi' \Viniam L. Pierce. I. am tht» Assistant Kxociitive Uirectof and 
IMreotur. X^futty' ft>r G4)Vornuit»iital A-ffair.s. of the Child Welfare League of 
Ain€»rica. Iflc . (h 'Ir\ing r>ace, New Yrfrk, New York. I am authorized to testify on 
^ 'Ji'27> t>a bfhalf o( ihe oBard of Dirin tors of tlie rhjjil Welfare league of Ainer- 
;ui *Wf art* prin»aril> tunifriuHl with huv\ thi^ leRis»lation ^\olll(l aft€ct chiWren 
aiut^thHr faimlit£s. • " » 

K.<staltli>htHl ih^UCO. tlu* T^ea^iu* is thi* iiati*?nal \oluntiir,\ accrediting organ iza- 
t'lou for ihild wtdfaro af;f'mi**s in tht*- Tiiit^Hl States. It i.s a priNatWy .supiHirted , 
urgaiiiptioti (U'voting it.'s fffort.H • coniplKelj ^o the impnnement of care and 
sfrviyt's fi»r vhihlreii. TluTi* are noarl.v -tOO ehiftl v\ el fare agencii'.s affiliated with 
jthe - U-ague. Rei*rt*i«*ntotl in, thi> kd>iu»^ are \oluntar.\ agencies of aM religious 
groin»s as. well us non-seetarian piihlie aij(l private non-profit , agencies* 

The LeaJciie*N prima r>^ t^»neerri ha^s alwji>s ht»en th^ welfare gf all children « 
i*eganll(»N> of their^rat e.'i reed, or economic* drcumstnnces. 'Hie League's .siK»cial 
.intt*rest and e\i>ertise is in thi area of chihf, welfare services and other programs 
which .affect the Hell heing of tlie*" nati(>n'.s children and their families. The 
League '.s priioe fiin<tion> iiiclmle wtting staadanls for child ^\elfnfo ser\ict»s, 
pro\ idihg t*>n>ollj^tltin ?;er\lres to lu<al agencies and coaimunttje.s. conducting 
reseanh. issuing ihihl v\elfare puhlications, ajtd sponsoring annual regional 
c<«ifereTH*e^. 

During tlie Leagife\ manj apiK'a ranees hefon* the Congress in the past, we have 
roniineiitiHl on the ueeti*for more da,\ eare st»rvic«*s. We are idea.sed, therefore,^ 
to respond to the invitation to te.stify on S. 2425. , 
I ' fa 

, . " 8l\\IMARY 

We sup|H)rt S. LM-o because we agree thaf nev\ funds are needed to enable 
MHue States t»» briuj? their da\ care .ser\ict»s into-egniplfanci* with the provisions 
ofTitle^XX. 

W'v l>elie\t». notv\iTbstandinj? past non-cQmpliance b.\ tlie States a^jl iw>n-en- 
fon^eiiu nt IIKW. that tliis li»gi.slation will make compliance and enforeement 
lM)ssi1»le 

Alt^ioujrh, the long (lela.\ in fidl JmplementaVion of the 1968 Requireny>nts 
Is iuiao(^»ptable and .sluudd he t\\y subject of t>ther hearings( we Cfmcur with 
tlio^e tj^t insist, on a jihased implementation of tb6 IMtle XX standards. In the 
j'ohtext of S.-'JtL*^, we l»elie\e that this delay should be six months rather than- 
^ th*-t»e months, . ^ ' . 

The I/CO*tne has previously sought a Fe<ieral inatching rate above 75% for 
-ehilJ welfare services, including day care services. Tin is, wo approve of the 80% 



' Brcnusf^ of tho (on^th of the ntaterlnl submlttod part of tito statomont. It hnti not 
bf(>n npiioiiilpil ti^ each copy of thin statemfnt Ono copy hnn boon provided to the com 
mtttee staff, P<•^Hons>^■lHhlng to obtain copies should contn^t) the I^aRiie. 
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nmti'lnng rate pniviilwi for ni this lejcislation. We do flURgest that the Committee 
consider sbiidardiamtiou (if tlie matching rate, preferably at the 907c level. 

We applaud the recognition hy the Committee that qjl day care service? b? 
qualified placements fur welfare recipients employe<l with funds provided in 
this legislation. * 

We believe that the $5,000 incentive for the hiring of welfare recipients is 
a step in the right direction. Out experience has been excellent in training 
welfare recipients for child care work. ' 

We also hnow that welfare recipients ate waiting for thef^e kinds of jobs. 

Because \)t the demand for these funds to improve staffing and employ welfare 
recipients. v\e sugge;st that a reallo<.>ation formula for these new funds be added 
to the legislation. ' , , 

In reganl to the Administration proposaTs made before the House, we believe 
that the appropriations study should not 5e used ^s a rationale ;for further delay 
in enforcing standards. Further, we quer>' the effectivene.ss of the Administra- 
tion's proposed ^% penalty authority. 

At th(t outset, we would like to include as part of our Statement various 
materials which pertain to the legislation under consideration. Part of this 
ma ferial, prejxanxl at the reque.Ht of Rep, Martha Keys of Kan.sas, was recently 
inserted in the Congressional Record. Other material included with this State- 
ment is our testimony on the Child and Family Services Act of 1075, which 
included a very detailed discission of day care matters. BMnally, the material 
includes lA'ague .starement> about Kuiding principles for day care and a bibliog- 
raphy of day care items published by the L«ague.- 

Chtld care standards 
- When 242r)Avns introducwl. Sep. Tx)ng said that he knows that "Hhere are 
those who fetd,. . . tiiat these standards (in Title XX) do not go far enough," 
Sen. Long mav well havp-meant'to imlude^he Child Welfare League of America 
among^ those who are of the l>elief that the .standards in Title XX do not go 
far enough. Tlie League, along with *)ther groui^s c(mcemed alwut the well-being 
Mt children, is on record on numerous occasions on this issue, including previous 
testimony flleil before this Co'mmittee. Our recommendations in regard to Fed- 
eral Requirements are well-known. 

Tliis is whv we l>elieve that the Title XX standards, which are somewhat 
relaxed, nmst ujt be weakened abandon^l— they represent only a minimal 
level of prot(»ction for children. 

Compliance bv th& States » ' * * 

l)esi)ito tlie fact that regulations which govern exi>enditure of Social Sen'ices 
funds Uirst under Title IV-A. noWi under Title >CX)~clearly required compliance 
with spcH'iHc standard.s, rhere'was a lack of compliance by some States and gen-* 
eral non-enforx'cment bv HEW. We rwognize that this jmn-compliance and non- 
iMifon-ement serve^l to'uqdermine the fact of the Federal Requlrement.s' exist- 
ence. We lind such non-eompliance and.non-enforcement unacceptal)le. 

Th^ (^ongress— at least partially as ^he result of HEW audit -reports that 
flowed Fwleral fnnd^ were being gro.ssly mi.sspent— ahso foimd such lack of 
respon.siveness unacceptable and le^skited accordingly. 
• Because o.f previous reprieves, it l>ecame clear to us that Ui consideration 
of the ftnancial and operational proidenis involvetl in bringing States into com- 
pliance .spme pbase-in of the Octol>er 1 effective date was required. Accord- 
Inglv \vi- joined those* who wehe pressing for (i .tenii>ornry delay' in enforcement 
of the new 'Htle XJX standnrdJi for several reasons. First, we did not want to 
r^mfribute to a wholesale dousing of facilities desi»erately needed by children, 
and th^ir pan»nts. Sewind. we did not want to preclude States from developing 
.hetter qualitv services, ohce Khey saw that there woi\ld no longer bo 'Federal 
funding for io\v*er quality sf»r\lces. Third, we did not want to create an unreal 
crisis around the October 1 deadline wbenMt wa*^ clear that there were other 
alternatives under consideration, such as S.^JS^h — ' ^ 

We also realize, asdoea this Committee, that in .^ome c««es it was the financial 
limitation— an(I no other factor— that was keeping States from meeting .stand- 
ards. - . ^ ' ; «^ . * ^ 

We agn»e with the siwnsors of S. 242,' thftt for mn^ States new funding was 
•necessary to enable them to, comply wlMi the .stamlartls. Previously, the alter- 
native presented to the States at their celling, when faced with constantly In- 
creasing casts of offering such services^ was either to reduce the rmmber of 
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VhiWren able to U» sorvctl or further rnluce'the qxinUts of care given those in 
day care facilities. , ^ , . rr*;*i w 

For this reason, endorse the provUion of new funds so that the -title 
standa rds can be complied \vith:> ^ . . . ^. 

We also have comments un other provisions ot the legislation. — 

The three-month dcXay ^ \ , " ~ , 

Because of the I-eague*.s exi)enence witii training welfare recipients and 
others for -child care jobs and The prsetic-al requirements <»f putting such i>er- 
s(ms int<* place, we suggest that the? three-niontli delay. l)e extended to six months. 
In this wav, a|i orderlv staffing up con be accomplished which will result in 
I»etter screening and training and ultimately a l>eiter .service for the children 
and less turnover. We have talkcnl with agencies currently operating i)fograms 
similar to tho^ that might utilize welfare recipients and they tell us that they 
>vouUl require six month> time to effectively use these new personnel. 

Our endorsement of anv delay is, of course, contingent on the understanduig 
we Imve that the enfuri-ement provisions of Title XX be carrie<l out. While we 
rwognize that confusion at the Federal level and eonflictiiig messages from 
Washington mav. indeed*, have left State and h»cal program providers in an 
uncertain state. Title XX slumli] have reiu(»ved that uncertainty. After six >;ears 
of general non-enforcement, for whatever reasons, it .seems reasonable to insist 
that the*pn»visions of Title XX be complied with. If. however, this legislatiori 
IS enactcHl and these new staffing j-esourc(*s are made available to enable States 
and progra/i pro\ider.s to immediately int^-e to c<unpliaiice. then it only seems 
fair to us to allow I his iic\\»- provi.sion t(» work. ^ . ^. . m.. x 

We belitsve that six months' time is a fair period for phase-ni. Tins jvill give 
providers sufficient time*tt» hire welfare recipie^it.s. provide some training for 
them.Mind thus meet staffing reiiuirem^^nts. 

The $5:000 xcage incentm 

Although the League has no"p(T5tUau.on4i^^ credits ]»er se. we do think that 
the $5,000 to 'be provide<l for the hirliigof w??}fare recipients is a move in the 

* right direction. < T"""^ , , 

Kirst of all. \^le $5,000 may>emJo be a verj lOAVjivage to be paying i^ersons 
working in child 'caTv, the fact is mtt current \^ages niifortmiately ^are quite 
ecmiparable. The median salarv paid to assistants to teachers in day care centers, 
according to ^e League's 1974 Salary Study, was .$5.1»50. If that .salary figure 
is niised bv the 6.49r average ailnual percent change reported for the "other ^ 
service' workers • category given by the I'.S. Dept. of Labor, then the lyedian 
would be i?o,'"»85 for su6h workers in 1075. * - 

I>ata for turnover, a critical fnctor in providing decent day care ami avoiamg 
return to the public a.^sistance rolls, are n*)t available. We do believe that higher 
salaries sliouhl bi^pnid for the** rea.sons. However. 807o niatching fuiitls would 
be available for salaries over $.5,000. 

Itvis also iini»ortant to note that the concept of training and employing wel- 
fare recipients for <'hild care is tested. The League ran two .training programs 
for child care staft beginning in .Tune 1008 and ending in December 1971 Abo^it 
h0% of the trainees were Black, about lOCr Hispanic And the remainder of other 
ethnic groiq^s. More than one-tllird were public assistance recipients ami about 
half were high school graduates. Of l,17o trainees, more than '80^^. graduated. 
(50% got jid)S at .salaries at or abo\e the median salary i)aid for conqiarable worto 
at the time. * - • 

In .summary, we think that there will be many persons leave the welfare rolls 
to fake .l«>bs if this legi.slatiiai is enacted. Tropcrl.x trained, thl\\ should be able - 
Yo function well in those jobs, • ^ * * 

Differential matchiao rates 

The League notes with ai»pro\al the incr/»asc*l matching rate for hiring addi- 
tional staff ynder this legislation. Obviously. 80% is more helpful tlian^TH^c. 
I»ut we think this r<)nnni(tee ougb.t tu consider standardizing the matcUlng rate 
' foe day car^-* ser\icos hij order to .simplif.\ the administration of this essential 
.service. o 

We would prefer to' see a 90% matching rate for day re services (and. 
imleiHl. for ail (.hthl welfare ser\lces). Others, such as Black Administrators In 
Child Welfare, also recommend increascnl FcileraUfunding for these area.s of 
crucial noe<l analogous to, the funding of faniilj planning services at 90% < ' 
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If this Committee sees day care, as the key social service which enables many 
to achieve self-sufficiency, ^hen perhaps a consistent and higher matching rate 
rorday care services should be D^ndated* ^ ^ . . * , ^. 

EUpilJe child^d4jy care'9ervices* ' ^ 

We are pleased that this legislation does not limit employment opportunities 
to day care centers and instead nses the words "chUd day car^ services. ' We 
understand this to mean that if a welfare recipient 'is employed in any facihty 
^meeting t^ie test of having at least mo of the children funded in whole or in 
part under the Statels Title XX program, the additional funds wiU be made 
available. Sinc^a child day care services program may include day care centers, 
group day care homes or family day care homes? welfare recipients employed 
in any of these settings would be qualified for the funding under S. 2425. 

Welfare rfcipientt are wa(iin{; /o?* joJ>s 
We think it is imi>ortant to underscore the fact that this legislation enables ^ 
' welfare recipients to take jpbs that can be created or that can be filled if the * 
funds are made available. ( 

' For ifLstance, one of the I^eagiie agencies which provides a full range of day^ 
care services currently has o^iting list of about 160 persons for employment. 
' Of those, about 50 people oji the list are welfare recipients. 

That same agency executive tells -us that recipients take jobs in day care 
facilities at wt\^e rates at or below what they would receive or da receive ^ere 
they to remain on welfare. 

-We believe that this situation — of welfare recipients waiting to take jDbs. 
often at wages helow or comparable to what they receive on welfare— is com- 
mon across ^tlie U.S. 

Reallocation M ununcd lundn , 

Because the new funds |)rovided under this legislation are so badlj- needed " 
to help States come into compliance, we hope that all States avail themselves 
of this opiwrtuuity. Should States not take advantage of this opportunity, how- 
ever, we would hope that the Comniittee wo^ild consider allowing for reallocation 
of such funds to other States that either want to upgrade their. services and 
bring them into compliance or wiio want to exPOnd services tlyough the em- 
ployment of welfare recipients. ' * • 

We believe it w^ould be unfortunate* if unused funds prevented persons on 
welfare in States without financial resources from. being hired. For instance, 
the allocation for the restrict of Columbia >vould,be an estimated $1,800,000— 
enough to employ welfare recipieiit.s. If thd District of Columbia were to" 
identify twice that maiiv welfare recipients iMt wanted to take advantage of 
the work opportunity under this legislation: it would be unfortunate if the 
^und.s that could flimiice th«ir job.s were to be ujiavailahle because some other 
jurisdiction didn*t utilize the S. 2425 monies. 

A reallocation formula would sejpm to be consistent with the intentions of this 
legislation. :> 

Comtncnt on adt^inisiraiion propOiaVto House , ' 

AUhough the Admtnistration position on these matters may have cliaiigeil 
since tliev testified on II.U. 0803, we do think that two aspects of .that testi- 
monj renuire comment. We bdieve that the Committee should carefully exam- 
ine the Administration's posirioiY in regard to^ the appropriateness study and 
their suggestion that a three r>ercent i)en^lt:^ provision be substituted fo?- the 
current^ Title XX language. . ^ ' 

The appYopriateness' Huily 

'We are coiiceme<l tlii^t the ai)propriateiiesj;i study be proi)erly understood, 
.b'roih the time that the Federal Interagency Oay Care Requirements were promul- 
gated in 1968, lAit especialb beginning in 1060. c^ost implications led the Admin- 
istration to attempt to replac<» those Requirements." . 

Repeatedly, atteinjpts to gain acceptance" from the profes-sioiial and provider 
communrty for lower-quahty fVderhl Rj(>quirement8— nofably in lOJl and 1972— 
failed. Senators s\\c\i a« MinnhUe and I^ibicofC^oa this Coinihittee and Senator 
Buckley and others were outspoken advocates on behalf of the 1968 Requirements,^ 

TheTea.son (or Uieir support of the .1968 -Rcfquirements is, in our view, very 
simple. The 1068 Requirements are in most respects similar to t\vo other dqcit 
nients which pertaiir to day care servlces..One> the League's Dax C^are Standards, 



*has been an qiccepteil >g^Iani.s .sinct iirst jaitilisheil in 106(1 after j ears' of care- 
ful work and disclls^ion. The other, the Head Start .Manifal ot Policies and In-^ 
structionb, yvas the re&uU of ftimilarly careful work and j^prpseuted the; .best* 
thinking of experts. base<l on txperignce^aad research^a^s to what is necessary 
for (lecent'day^.care* ^. , . ' ' 

^'Xhe C<to^re^,.k5owing.th]k HgT(*j)^s prepaid ro^ replace the 196^Require- 
.meafS %itn ^ose th^t had l>een reje^ed pre\ iously. compruraf.sed with the .Ad-, 
ministratioxi. The compromise was that most of the 1068 Refluirements were • 
stipulated ih Title XX. Jmt the Secretary was gi\eii di^retiun*for setting stand- 
ards .fur center care of children under three .\ears of age. At Uie Same time, the 
Oojigress gav.e ^EW authorization to conduct an appropriateness study^. 

^^ince the league, regularly e^jnductN a reappraisal of its Stahdardsjn order 
to take into it'ctoimt experience i^nd research t>ccurring after publication date — 
as do other ji^tional standard-setting organizations— we had no objection to 
the 'Congress authorizing a earful and^ objective study. 

It was not oiir understanding, however, tiiat the study would ^erv^ as anothe* 
barrier to enfWen^ont by HEW of \hf Itm Re<iuirenients. Frankly, given the 
difficulty of motinting an appropriateness sCud.\ that is Wii -obj^tive andJ||h 
solntely protective tif the, children that -are snbjec|>4, we i'clieve that the'tMUs, 
presented in lf>77 may require considerable refflectioii "by tire Congrws. JPCsr 
quite passible, given the fact that it has taken nearl.\ three years to settle tlie 
SOt;inl Services controversy, that the revision, if any. 'of the Federal Require- 
ments could take until 107S. , . ^ . •* 

Ten years of mm euforcemeht is unacceptable^ Lifer<jlly,a million children a 
year and thefr parents rely on the protections of, jbTederal standards tcpiiisure 
that the care being provided i*? sound. Waiting another ^hrce years, whii^ HEW 
conducts its study and relies on more of the .sam^ enforcement that has cl»raC' 
terized the years since 1008. sterns inadrisable to iis. 

We understand and supi)ort those wlio want to know where they stand.' 'V^'e' 
say that the Congress has tlearly state<l where we stand, and that Congress l^as 
gi\en HEW two full years to do the appr9priateness study. lo the meanwhilej,»i." 
for a niininann of tw o years, everyone know.s where tl^ey sfarid — we have^ thet 
Title XX language, and the HEW-s^ti standards for center care ^of children under 
three years of age.. ^ ^ ■ . *^ ' ^ • 

The ^-percent penalty p)^opoTtai ^ ^ . ' ' ' 

We would like t<? CiiUiment tiriefljr on the.Administrfition's pcop<jsal to enact a 
three |M>rceut penalty again.st total T»le XX funding for tluise Sjtates that- do riot 
coo| (crate In ralsing.tlu^ir standards ot^inaiiing a gooci faith effort to do so. 

Vsing the besi information availabre, we estimate that there are^sixteen > 
States^ mostly in tV South aud St>uthwe.st — that have not l^.een meeting the., 
FiHleml Re(|ulrenu»nts. In terais of flnauclal inipactyfilone. there'is\some question ^ 
about the effectiveness of the Administration appronplu ' , \^ 

If all IG States were to determine that they md not Avfsh.^t^) improve their^ 
staffing to meet the Federal Ilequirenu»nts. the tnial i>enalty ac.ording to our 
estimate ^U)uld be ?10 millbm When one compares \iis nm.xinnuu penalty to thci 
financial alternative, there is a startling difference. ^ . ' . ' * 

The new State matching shan» nHpiired to dtiuble staflTu'ig and con/ply w iUl the 
Federal Kequiroments would be about $4$) uiilliou. In ad(fl|^tin, about $li50 mllliou 
of Title XX fuuf^ls would ha\e trf be expended to pay tht* Fed<*ral share (if the 
staffing costs. , * . * * . 

In '^um, we qu^ry the wisdom of providing a nmxinauii fiscal liability of §10. 
mlllljm in^^tead of almost S200 million to reach dcfent staffing levels. According 
to t>Ur,i>stinmte. only two State.<— South Carolina nad Teii^ii^ssec^wotild have a » 
. nnanclal Incentlve.to avoid the Adnmiist nit ion's penal ty% 

We also w-cmder if the iKMiaJty would be lewd, since' apparontly HEAV has 
not cut back Medicaid paynu^nts to States out* of coinplianee:'* 



«' SVatkment 

.VF.RHITY 



nv \\ FRW)Ent( k ])>:r.wQuAimt. Dean. School of Acui. Work, Uni- 

OF Ar.AUAMA. FOR NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SoSaI. WORKERS 

My name is P. Frederick DclliQuadrl. I am currently Denu of the School of 
SQ«al Work. T'nlversity of Alabama. I am here (m Hehalf of the National Asso- 
ciation of S?K«ial Workers (NASW) the largest organization of professional social 
wArJcers in the world. Wfr represent nearly 05,000 meml>ers located ip chapters 
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iit eatJi ofctlie 50 States. -in the .District of Columbia^ Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands and Europe. We are i^ivahed to liU\e 'this opportuhity tt) express our views 
on S a42f). . ' 

XASW \jLas a long sXanding interest in chihT welfare, and in child care stand- 
ard^. Over one-third of 6ur members are directJy involvi^l in, programs or are 
<»mph»yc^l in i>ettings in which the needs of children are of paramount con- . 
UvriL More than ^ of my vwn 35 years of professional .service have been in the 
field ot tidld welfare. I have served as director of state child and youth programs 
^In Wyoming,; Illinois and Wisconsin, Kor eight years, as U.S. representative to 
TKICEF. I dealt with basic issues of child servi(t»s and day care and with needs 
SLTifX problems of children which transmilj national btiundaries. As former Chief 
of tha.X;.S. Children's Bureau from 19(» until 1969 ami in a variety of other 
caf>aeltie;s in Federal and state govtr^nenl senice I have been confronted 
with the tank of estab^l/^hlng, implexu^nting and monitt^ring standards of care. 

rwpuld like to confine a^y remarks to that aspect of S 2425 which seeks to 
facilitate And entourage the implementation bj states of child day care services 
conduct(?d pursuant to Title XX of the Social Security Act. 

ZThe problem which Congress now faces has a perennial quality. At issue is the 
i^ai^ementation of a standard established by the Congress which the States 
through their Title XX plans^.haye undertaken to meet and which HEW is** 
obliged to, enforce. Under present circumstances the problem ha.^ an immediacy 
which cannot be Ignored. Title XX prohibits Federal financial participation after 
October 1 of this year with respect to child day care expenditui^s if the State 
program {s not in conipliance with the sta^ig standards set forth in the law. 
Several options -are i\resented .(1) States can continue to operate programs of 
child care w hich fall f^hort'of the standard. Tli^y w ould of course thereby jeopar- 
dilze Federal aid and run the H^k of Jiaving to absorb substantial expenditures. 
(2) States' might attempt to come'up to the required standard although the costs* 
in many* instances wT>uld be substantial. (3) States might cut back tjieir entire 
program In oWer tAueet the .standard .although in .so doing they would serve 
^ fewer children. (4^Tmplementation of the standards might be deferred ind(?fl- 
^nltely or for a siie(^lrted tiin^- The difficulty with this approach is that there is no 
a^dmtl^c&^thtsifc ;<>^f<?iV»«dLKer -wiH ^nabla States ao vome into compliance. On 
the contrary as 'this Comnilttee noted last De^eniftr' "current law imposes these 
requirements (i.e., the F^leral Interagency Day Care Requirements of 1908) al- 
though there is* little or no monltorinc of compliance. . . (5) The Congress 
might make additional funds available to enable "tho.se who operate Title XX 
<^hild care programs to hire the requlre<l personnel. .(C)* Title XX might be 
amended, to relax tlie staffing standards and thereby impose less striagent re- 
(iuirementii on the Sfates. rroi>onents of this approach content^ the standards 
i^re un/^»asonar)ly high an^ burden.some. Others argue t\^at children ar^,'subjec£ 
to em(^tionnl damaf^e through impersonal care and thni the lack of nurturing 
which, is a concomitant of inadequate staff to child ratio.s. . > 

Tho first "fo'iir options listetl above are detective in either or both of two re- 
si)ects. They wfil imixxse a .severe financial burden on the States and/or they 
'Will iwrpetuate conditions of child ca^re which are marked by less than the pre-\ 
scrilKMl staff to i hiid ratio, A further likely result would be the contractioiv of 
tliese p^tigranis— fewt'r families and children w ill reap.tbe iwtential l)enenti^ of , 
Title XK desi>ite the effort of Congress ta make social .services more easily and 
widely available. 

The approach 'taken by S 2425 api^ears to he the mosf viable under the cir- 
cumstances. Pro\'^ders will be enabled to meet the staffing requlfem^nts , states 
» will l)e spared from substantial financial hardship. ^ ' 

i Til the uieahtlme, HKW^an proceed \< ith It^^study and evaluation of child care 
stanilanls (as c;ailed for in PiL. 0.VC47) w ith a view toward their* pos.sible' re- 
vision in«li)77.. 

While we might agree wMth gome prltlcs of the present stHudanlS who main- 
tain that a more intensive ratio of staff to childiyn does not gimrantee quality 
care, ,it has l>een our*exi>erience that insufficient staffing will certainly ensure a 
Mevel^f child cM^hat is les» than adequate. • , ; ' ' 
' B6ven years jSave, elajKsed since the 19<iS Federal Intragney Day Care' Re- 
quirements were adoj^ted. Movement toward their#implementatlon has beea un* 
^ven at best. We have an op|X)rtunity to c»ombine the coercive^ power of tlie present 

> See. Stdff Data and StateriaU on Social Servicet, Committee ^ikFlnance* U.S. Sennta 
December 13. nft74. At 47. ' ^ ' . 
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law with thf'fncllitUf thru-st of t\w i»roiM>MHl ijiin'iuliiiciitN H> cnnctliij; S 2425 
wo can obvintu tlu* nerd f»)re< ostl.v enforu'iin lit 4U tion l>v HEW, we uin fort'.stall 
program cutbacks by tht* .Stati*s. v\o tan diMiMira^^c i imtiiuiatiun of h*ss-than- 
stamlanl child larc .sfcrvice>, an<I i>frhai^s luo^t iiiiiM>rtaiit. w<' axn a<l\aiut* the 
Federal -State imrinershii) in the lH•^t intiTf.st of our coiiiitry*^ children. 



Statement of Mai kink F. McKi.m.ky. Ahsoi iate Jjikwtor, Black Child 

DEVLLOI'MKNT INSTITI'TK " 

Testimony on S. *J42r>. A hill to faiilitato and eiicuur^iiJe the iaipleiaentntion by 
"•States of child da.\ ea^e .serxice^ proKraui.s <<?ndatted pnrsuant^to title XX 
^f*the Social Sct,hrity Act^tnd to prouioti* the ihii*lo> nicnt of welfare recipients 
/ In the pr4> vision of cFflld da.\ care si* r\ ices" ^o the Senate Finance Cumuilttee. 

/ ' . \ r^' ' T ^ 

My name is Ma urine MiKlnley, I am the A^jsociate Director of the Black 
Chrld Development Institute here in Wnshinj^tnn, IhV. ^ 

The Institute lia^4 serve<r a.s an advocate for the right. s of Hiack Cliildreh for 
the past five years. Serving in thi^ capacity, we havt worked with state legis- 
lators, local c<mununity groups, day lare centers, and state officials in over 25 
states. IVe have performed a \ariety of ta.sks from i urriculum de\uiopment to 
iHsistiilg state legislative rouinilttees draft nieanHigful i^liild ^are legislation. 

We are here toda.v » however, to di.sCuss the essence af S, 242.' ds it affects Black 
('hildr<;n. \Ware in basic agreement with the general principles and underlying 
philosophy inherent In this* legislation. There are several points which we feel 
need dariflcatiou that w^onld strengthen ihis hUl 'and sinuiltaneou^ly serve 
' the needs of all cliUdrerxintfus country. 

First, that states, not only he required to meet Uiild care standards as estab- 
lished hy Public Law 93-(W7» *'the Social Services Amendments of 1975'*, but 
tjint the federal goviTumeiit, likewise, he hHiiiiVed to'inonitoi; and evaluate 
niB states to insure ji'ompUance. One of the inaia reasons why states sought this 
hill and why longress Is legislating it at thi.s time, is beuiuse the UIGS Federal 
Interagency Gui(U*Unes fyr Day Care have never been enforced hy federal, 
state or h)oal go\%nments. S. 242»"5 will provide money to hire addittonal per- 
sonnel, to meet these new staiidhrds. IIov\e\er. nowhere in this legislation are 
there provisions for tihe monitoring or evaluation of thejuhild care standards in 
the .states t«> insure « i>niplianee. Unless such a Uieihanism is estahlislied we will 
hn\e na'aniiigless stamhtrds whiih caTi onl> work to the detriment of out children. 
We suggest that, at a minimum, the following he added after Section 1 (2), 
ea< h .state must suhndt with. its Title XX Plan* a c*>niprehensive report on the 
stotu.4 of da*' care cwiters Which gives suhstantial information to the reader 
so as to asierjtain from said report whether thy state i.s, or is not conforming 
to the I'ldld care standards, as promulgated hy l*4ihnc Law J>8-(>47. 

Second, according to the April 1074 edition of tlie Monthly Ud>or Ile'view, 
nmrried Wi^nien's particlfMitlon rate in the lal)or force rose to 42.2 for the year 
ending in Manh 1073, while the presence of nrt>thcrs in the labor force with 
(hildreii bet ween the ages of 8-5 n)se fnan 13.2% sin* e 1000 to 38.3% in >Iarch 
1973. However. l)euiusii i)f tlieir et*)nomi* situati*>n. huh of education and lack of 
skills, the participation rate of heads of single -pa rwit familie?i who are re- 
cipients of AFIX*. shows no nmrkc^l upward trend In the labor ^orce. To 

* remed> tliis .situation we suggest that secti<m 3(h) should be nimliflcd to read 
as follows : , • « 

"The adcytlonal federal funds whieh hecome payable to any State for any 
fl.stal .vear b> reason of the pr4)visions of su!>section (2) shalh to the* ivia\iihum 
extent iM)sslhlc Hinph>y these new 'funds in such a manner that they will increase 
the employment rate pf sliigle parent AFDC families first, and, as the state de- 
termines. einpU>> i)ther welfare reclpienjt.s and low Income i)ers«»ns In jobs related* 
to the provision of child day care services." 

Third, aud flnaliy, we vvoulO like to 5<tress that the 3 month delay which Is to * 
allow «tatt»s to meet these .staHdanls. should not be exteinled hy the congress. 
The 3 luontlis delay ni>t oidj exteials the impicnientatiw date of these standards 
i)ut it also f xenit)tN states fr4>in tlnancial retribution (under Title XX no funds,^ 
will he dlstrihuttMl to Mu* stJito'from the federal g4>vernmentlfor child care unles*^ 
the child eitrc standard*? are lAiplcnjcntcil^ for non complIai|I)e\vith the stamlaoj^, 

* until J\fter the noSl^ponenuMit.v Mi / ^ 



91 



Tlu»fail»irt»h)t'nfom'tht' l!M^s hVdt niJ hitra.iKPm \ na.\ Curv RtM|uironUMitK. |i\ 
IlEW.'coagif.sMUnal m tum w hit h . ^t^^ul^<'d \u Wu- ihan«m« uf th** of \\n* 

ftliu-atioii (MmipoiU'Ut ui tlw VM)s staii*Kinls CrtMU inai»«Litur\ t«> (>iitl«aml fur th<' 
state*;, ami now tlif |iroiH»>*Ml H iiioutli |M»stpoiU'iiiMnt «>f ila.\ lar* Mau<hinis. imiscs 
a wry mtioiis threat to < urri'iU tlit.\ *art' protfnuux .iinl mort« imiM»rtant!> ttj tlu' 
rlnldreii .sfrvfil. Wi« \\<^uM Iio|h» tliat tin* laiigiia^** in \U\> lall is >ttTn tn»»*ij:h 
that tlu* ^tat*'.s will n\i\izv tluit tUv ihrvv iii»»iith iK#^t|KMit iiaiil 'Vhv Innfjuajjr 
slumUl Im« flexible vn»nigh si> that states oin ionft»rni t.o th*- lojrj slat ion if tlu\\ put 
forth a Ki'.niiiin» fffort to comply w ith tlu* staialanls 

\\> uolihl likf to thank tla» hill s >pons»)rs f»ir thinking «»f the t hlhlnn ami 
for tin* opportunif.x to pn^smt our \n«w^j»n tht> ituiHirMnt pio<'<* of Uuisiatioii 
Tin* Iiistitnlf MaiuK rt'ath to av^i^^ .voirni tills and fntiin' *'nd*'a\or; 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ . • -\ ^ 

Statkwknt or ruK Nafm^nal n. ot .Ikwish^\Nom>n 

Thf» National r«amdl uf Jow i,sh AVtunt'U. wn>h 1(H).<M)() mt;jnhvrs ihronuhout 
tht' Tnitrd Statt'st h.i.s jonj; workt-d for thi' txpanivoii. »h m lojan* id and adi^pnitf ^ 
flnaueiiig »>f *p!alit>. tt^niprt luMusUi* <luhl iari' pn»grmas a\ailal»h to all « hildn>n 
who iummI tln»ai. ^ ^ * 

As our State Piihlh^ Affairs nialn\uan'N^nd Section Vice l*t^'sldent> vxainintHl 
their States Prop«iM-d4'onipreht'n^ivt^ S^iJ^l S* r\ irof> Thin U* Implenu-nt Tlth* 
XX. iUvy ha\t' t'^^presspu ^lieir rontvrii alM»a^iiiad*M|uate funding' uf < hlld rar* 
M'r\iro}* to inei't the itiinimnni .standards si t l^^Titlo \X of the StM lal SiM-nrlti 
Aft. For ^'xainplt'. th^ NVhnisKa Man alh»iate,s^h^unh«ni In M^ne v4lX> * hihlr**ir 
for the llM'al \e.ir whlth hesan on (h loher 1 -$4(?H|lH-r \vt\r ymr ihlld * Thclf leu J 
kslators* apparently see no nei»d for ridid eare stapdaT 

With the 11 ^tat**s ninth fully sinnd their social s^?^Al^e^ furnl undfr the ^ifell 
M^t h\ the ('*tn«reHs there it no addltit*nal Fed) ral n^^hhlg fnntis axtilhDde 
to raise stamlartls. ^^k, 
, la New Yi^rk Stale, where the State liinnsln« of da.V eart^enters ha,s heeu 
hased on the BVderal Intrapen*.v I)a> Care Ueqnireia^i'ntx of IJHs^lt has In'en iiii 
possible to enforce smh .slandard> with propri*dary *^»nter>i whitX<lalni exetnp 
t ion by being afliliated with the pri\ate sihuols and rnd umler liceiKjUtt n*<piln« 
meats of the New Yt>rk State iJeparlnp'ol of Sot la 1 Servhvs. jf»t y» 
purchase of MT\iees by hieal Sodal Service District.*; as fnaded unde.r 'rH^* I^X 

The proposal of S, 2425 to reindturse da.\ ( are exiK'nse^ »in an M>, 20 basN^will 
eiieonrane c«auplhin(i' with the Title XX standards, e>pet hill\ w llh the addition; 
funding propoM'd. withonl *nrlai!hi« the a\aihibilit> i>f i hild « are sfrNlees. 
hill also t'ncoara^es proprietary centers to a*vept the standards 
We urK(» the passime of this legislation. ' ^ , 

[Wheivnpoiu at 1 :10 p.m.. the vsulMoinmittoo was adjotu ntnl, siibjoot 
to the call of the Chair.) 
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STATEMEtNT*ON S. 2425 BY SAtLY^JPltOVENCE, M.P.* 

, Mr. Chainnan, I support S. 2425, 

My statement 'is , based upon praotlcal^ clinical and research experience lu 
regard to the development uf ymnlg chJUlren over a period of many years. For 
the last seven years, for instUrice, I, aud niy colleagues were conducting early 
Intervention programs, inclmlin^ a day care program for children from the early 
months of life through age h?e yeajs. Mj^ involvement was not as an occasional 
visitor. I was a plannex, observer, and evaluator of the programs. I was respon- 
sible for Soh ing the problems tfmt come up tli daily work with children, parents, 
ifind staff. 

-Infants not* yeMval king ar^^trpendent upon adults to provide what ^hey 
need, FiRst of all-t'hey requtre care from persons who not only know what is. 
Important or* necessajy for tfieir well-being but also can respond appropriately 
'to t1a\*siKnal^?^rotTi- the inftHit^^^^ljout their discomforts and immediate heeds., 
In the beginning nmny of the eniotional and social needs of babies are tak^n 
care of along with their being fed, batheti, dressed, changed, lifted, and put to 
sleep. A.^ the> grow' dnr,ing the* first year, while these bodily needs are still 
central to their well-being, they are ready for and benefit from a larger nurjiber 
and variety of ^xiKTienCes as long a/t these expericnce^f arc anx'hored in a solid 
relationship xcm the maitrnal itgnre. If a large part of this experience as well 
as the physical care and protection of the infant is provided outsi^p the hom^ 
in family or center day care l>y persons other than the child's own parents, the 
sy,Htem mu.st insure that the care is adequate ami beneficial, not harmful. It is 
difficult enough for one caregiver to respond to the developmental and bodily 
needs of two infants who, indeed, may need to be fed or changed or nmde com- 
fortable or talke<l to or provided a play time at the same time. To jiave the respon- 
sibility for nn»re than four— as some would have the Congress endorse— places 
an impossible burden on the caregiver and guarantees lhat children are going 
to beshortchanged. When this goes on day after dayA situation of chronic stress 
pccurs in which even the sturdiest of infants is .regularly taxed- beyond his 
limited capacities for coping^wlth ,strje;«s, and his development i.¥ interfered with 
in one way or anotJien • , ^ ^ 

. • TODDLERS * / - ' > ' , . 

• > . - ♦ , i," ' 

•As infants enter the second year and heconie toddK^rs, they need frOm 

adults differs in some respects from their geeds in the first year, bujL aduU 
presence and invoh-ement ai*e not iDss vital. The/toddler s«^increased activity 
end striving for indeiiendence and competence', his necessity to^ achieve con- 
trol over hi« sphincters, to. gradually modify liiA egocentricity and to .begin 
the long task of controlling a^id chamiejing. hiff impulses! rea^iire adult sup- 
port and ^tiidance. Similarly, bis pefsonaWaml sociar relationships Jiswell 
as hj^s curiosity and eageiiiess to learuNahout a)i(^ deal with the world caftiiot 
be accomplished without subsjtantial help from understandiijg 'Adults One adult, 
-no matter how talented aud durable, cannot provide those Iniportant ingredients 
for more than.a few minutes 'time with three or fojir ^ ^Y^or more such young 
diildren. jpeelings an^ intense, net'd.s are imnie<liate, capacitie.s for hurting one- 
self QT-others ff|-e expanding. In .shcli a situation !fe iJJ hT)t only that sUpp5rt for 
.gobd development is not adequate. More than the. nursery becomes a/^on- 
fusing and frightening jungle. Such a scene is a disser\'ice to young children, to 
their parents and ultimately to their conmi^nity, for not only does such a sittia^ 
tion Interfere with the cliild's realization of tjie individu^il^ind imiflue potentials 
with, which ho was born. His participation as a well functioujng member of ft 

i Professor of Pediatrics and Dlrpct»r of the Child Development t^^ilt. ynle Chll'd Study 
Center, Nfw Ha von, Conn. 
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family ami of a lar^ix mnrkeilb hauipiTed by mhIi experiences. The 

secuiid and third yvarh <if a thihl .s lifo, v\i»ilt4deliKlitful, rewarding and eStpansive 
in nlany respects. are'tempestu(#Ks and .>tres.sful even under guyd conditions. If. 
he is ill cared for, if his euvirunnient is not geared to his must important develop- 
mental n^^ds, at the ver> lea^t he will be unable to realize his potential and at 
worse he will he programmed fur failure either in hi.s cogniti\e ur in his emutiunal 
life and/or in his social adaptation. ^ • 

, THE EDUCATIONAL COMPONKNT ^ • . , 

Ojie"Ivasun we believe that the*'ntle XX day care standards should bejriiet is 
that one of the nlost imi>ortant *jmrts of any day care service— and *une.5f the 
more expensive to^>ruvide — has been made optiunaU,nut mandatory. It was a'^ub- 
stantial compruniise tu allow those States that wish tu offer programs withoat^ 
ail educational cumpontnt to du so. At tliie lea^t, States should be willing to provide 
custodial programs with sufficient custodians to guarantee the health and safety 
of the ehildreriT ^ 

PROGRAMS FOR 3, 4. 5 YEAR,OLD§ 

With the requirement that there be an educatlunul component remo\ed, Title 
XX has moved to a quality level substantially below that of ^the other major 
early diildhood program for children, Head, Start, Now, Title XX requires the< 
same staffing as Head Start jmt the program i^aj be substantially different. The 
Congres's should be very. \var.\ of further changes, changes which only serve to 
eniphasi7.e the di (Terence between these two programs /or children. It is j:his 
difference in quality which niakesMlay care pr<i\ide<l .under Social Services 'lesj» 
attractive than Heala Start. To make the day care even less acceptable not only 
puts children into .Mtuations that are risky hut leads parents to r^jept day Oare 
and work fi»r the onl> alternative — taring for their children and remaining out 
of thQ workforce. . • / . 

SCHOOI^AOE DAY CAKE * 

The,st» stifffing requirements have alread> Iteen changed so drastically that the 
Title XX stajfdards are lower than those of States where the majority of children 
requiring such cact'' reside. ' ^ < ^ 

DAY care: help for parrxts • " ii 

In our present srtciety when stresses upon families are greater than e\er befoi-e, 
and the supp<')rts provided by extendwl fan^ilies, aeighburhoods hnd social groups 
are fragmented and ur>sit!sfained» the tasks' of rearing children >\ell are indeeil 
enormous. The widt^ispn^ad need for parents to t»e assisf^d with tasks of child- 
rearing Is a fact, not a theory. Nowhere is that need niore'crucial and urgent and 
long term implications mure rele\ant for the societj than during the early years 
of the child'^; life and during the early phases of the de\elopnient of parenthood. 
This is esi)jK iaUy true for those fauiilies and young children at unusual ri.^k— one 
parent families, poor families, families with one or Wth parents juen'tally dis- 
turbed or physically handicaplped. These .families \mquestionahly in need of 
s(»rvices and supports—it is for theni^that Title XX^was enac^e^V * , 

J\jn*»use there has been ample op[K>rtunit> for'cl^ld care programs to come into 
eoihpliance with the IJ)^ Fedwal Uequirements inthela.it six iiHits, and esi^etial-; 
ly during the nearly /hree. years of debate u\er new Rognlations for Social Serv-' 
ices, the tihie to begin monitoring i\ini en fierce ment stip^dated l/y the Cotigi'ess in 
IJitle XX Jls reasmmhle, .Either programs will coaierj|)to compliance how— and I 
ho^' that they will do so with the new staffing resources* tljaj W'ould l)e made 
available S. 242.V-or the prograuis iflfiould no longer receive Federal funding. 

Finally, let die emphasize the fact that while I am stronglj' supportive of this 
legislation because of what it can .immediately do to help t^Heviate the shortage 
of fhnding and staffing that we know^ exists, and wJiile I do not want to see the 
day care ^standards relaxed below that ^er> nithimal le\el providc»<l in, Title XX» 
1 Kupi)Jjrt those, wich as the ChlUl Welfare lieague of America,' who believe thaf 
the 1908 Hcquirrtnen'tH with certain improvements — should remain the quality 
floor for day care. , ^ . ' rv ' ' 

I would like tb^see the following la5)guage added to thc^egislation befo're us, or 
at such Jater appriipriate Mate.'to ensure that our .\oungest do not suffer from 
poor day fare. This language, of course, is more protective of children than tliat 



'which has been issuwl by IIBW. Only this kind of language w^ll grtve us nt^sfi- 
m^^CikTe tbTZ c^re-ptovided will be adequate and beneflciar, not harmful 

Here is the League-endorsed language, which I support. It would Prov.ide for a , 
raHo of two carejver*^ to every four children under age tV^HfiiteXlK ' 
to every five children over age two but under age three. So few cl»Wren 5ndersl\ 
IS are in day care that I believe the 1:1 r*tio in HEWs regulations tW^MJ 

'"&aSge"pertalnta6to i^jfant dayK^aV ^Uould reacl: 

flint in theciie of group care facilities, the ratio of caregivers to ehildrer^ under 

tw^ sLll n^te more t^^ one to two, such'tare to be provided for In groups Of-. 

Lot'^mo^r^ {"han foTand'that the ratio of ^-^^^Si^^^*" t'ivfdedX if Ss 
three-shall not be more than two to five, such care to 1)€ provided for iti groups 

of not more thafn flyfr.*^ ' , ' 

Statement bt Vickie Bear Cinii) Dbvexopmest Centebs, Elgin, Ilu , 

Chairman Long, 'my nameMff Arnold' C: Berntsen. I am the manager of the 
wS^eTear Child Development Centers, a group of seven day care center 
oDeratIng in the suburban Chfcago area. In lieu of an opportu^ty to testi^ 
K ttfe (S>mmittee in person, I would appreciate this testimony being included 
in the milterials for Committee review. , , 1. » , » # 

Senate Bill 2425- Is an attempt to solve a dilemma ^caused l,y the IncU^on 
tKe'federdl inter-agency guideline ratio requirements in the title XX regulations. 
The'Si^n to this pfobMm of simply spending more money, I feel, is irrespon^ - 
Sble wTd does-.nS address Itself to the heart of the matter. My reasons are as 



Best inieresiS OI woriiMig.,^uui«;» anT^vi^u. ^ i- — ^V^V: «J 

the new secretary of HpW, David ^Mathews, about the^ re^Va^ons. ar\d it ^ 
appoars tbat^HBWXs novfcpming:tb%realize how ridiculous tiiey ^e/ ^< rn.H^' vv ' x* 
Stor Bartlett-from^Okialioni^>3ms stated that th^ ^S"!^^^?^^ 
^ ^ ^ Vimp&e higher.ratios than arej-f^«irejl for children who are in ntensive ^. 
cifre^nit of mny of (to fineii?1iaspUalsr So much is .said about thtf desperate 
ueKf ad(imonal d for children: If tl^e government haa / 

half a. millon d(Hlar^ to ^end, it^'WQidd seem prudent to, expand day cJfl-e services 
* ^ a greateV\)urfiber of chitdren., back ratios of a very (!uc?;tiQnable yftlue is> 

' ' " wastebfmoitfey and inflaUpiiafy*atv*ery best. ; 
^ V fSeccmd. Senat^.Bill 2425 woulS, pen)etuate the ""^^^^le position ftWiaving ^ 
Le agency, in'thiscflse the fe<leral government, setting standards . ratios), and 
. ftfiother agencjr, the state-government, setting the rate of pajr day care. Be- , 
^ . ' ?^iile^he Two rfrel of tfttios and dally i^tes ate .lo injtertwined, If presents an 
unmanageable set Of cir«um«tajices. The federal^Jnter-iigency guideline ratios 
would necessitate ^aWng^tlle gtate.dally f^^\t?;;lj<^^;«P^,^J'^^:f ^Vl""^ . So^'.tln 
• most stntes. Even with tlfe montey ^rdt^ Bill 2425, ihef tate (^ould not afford^to ^ 
rai.^ Its dally rate paid for care, becmise there are so injiiiy children outside or 
Title XX who would be-entUlcd .to the sjuue »ate. It is Ati ^itoanageable situation 
- ' for one agency tq ^et the ^andrfrds audi Or another agency to set financijil guide- 
' liiies.ThetwogoJiartdlhhand. . * v * V ' \ . ^ * , 

"Third? Sertate Bill 24&- revolces authority giybn. t(ttli6 states regarding stand- 
ards for day caro. Governor David L.^-Voren of'Okmhoma stated re)^utly, The 
• renuiremeht of specific federal .standofnD* to aDpry in.1iU cas^ tl^roughout the 
coimtry Is another example of the^alarming trend oj the J^dt^al govepment in 
. ^ dtetating policy to the state(6." IlHnois is h Classic -^^^^whl^^;: Recently, Illinois 
' received money from HEW to stud^ and review the stanaar^s Ucen^lng day 
> ' caro facllltles'm Illinois. A major thniBt of t^L^ study vn^^ to examliie the matter 
of ratios The state Is, at this time, ready to pnbllslv. new standards; Including 
ratios, based hpon this study funded by the federal gov^^?*rtient. By {h^ tedem 
government backing the federal Inter-agency giddellne ratlc^ to^th? exclusion of 
state ratios, Is In effect saying that tlie states can nmke decfislous} TCgardmg day 
care In every area but ratios. However, the states cannot be ttiisted to come up^ 

ERIC . . . : ' / . , . - 



i\\\h pruper' ratio Hm-.s. 'Div hjfvnxl i$<*\vrimiiiiit \s iiKsimuitiiig that state 
KuU'Ciiment iis nut cuaii>et(»ht nur respuniible i-iumgh tii .stiuly the matter of ratios 
and iriak^decisions for iti^elf. Tliisis siiWJly a ridieulons position. 

It wuufd seem possible, under tlie tJiiCLiit of reasonablen^sb, that stati} ratios 
cuyld jstaud , tMt tlie federal govt'rnnient' could examine btiite ratios, and \\liere 
tlKTe is reasonable compliance \\ith fedentl inter-agenc.v ijuiilelineb, establish 
thv state ratios* as the rule for that .state lu relation to the receptiiai of federal 
fundus. Where there are no .st^ite >stamlard.s, it uoitld be rea.sunaMe for the federal 
government to iiuiwse the federal inter-agency gmdeline ratios. 
^ The fourth 'rea.son for rejecting Senate Bill 2425* i.s the |;ross inconsistency of 
the federal go\erimient TCfifardihg r^itiob. Another federal agncy in HEW, very 
'acthe»in the expenditure 4f 'federal funds for vre^chool children, has no ratio 
re«iuirement.s. The fedenil Office of Edncatiun, u^der thaKlenienfary.and^Second- 
an School Act and Title I. alli>cate.s 1.9 billion fpr .state d^>artment.s of education 
to operate preschool jirogram.s., It is instructive to realize tha^ tbi.s is the edu- 
cational ar.m of t\n go\i rument rnnnhig prpbchool programs \^ithout any mention 
of staff/chiui ratios- ^ . . I . , * 

In this instance the federal government is saying that ratios are not significant 
at all in the oji^ration of j)ri»^hool programs. Senate Bill 2425 on tlie other hand 
is .saying that they are ot Minh impi>rtance that we need to spend an additional 
half-l^illion dollars to implemeuti tliis set of/atios. 

How can one arm of the federal go^ ernm(»nt say that *r;itio requirements are 
so iiniMjrtaii*t a.s*to .spend an additiolial half-hillion iloUars, when another of the . 
fi'dera-l a^^eniies, the one r^sj^on-silrfe fop education, indicates l»y their guidelines 
thcjit ratio.s arv not i;uportaut? W^ith this kind of disiigreeraent within the federal 
i$o\oriiinent,'l-see no reason for tli'e additional fundiiig of Senate Bill 242r». 



^ STATKMEX-f^TIIIf ^^MhRlCA^' FEDKRATION OP RjATE, Cor^'TY, AND. MUNIOIPAL 

^ ^ ' Employf^es * ' ^ 

J T|ie American Federation pf State, Counfy, and Muuioij^al Employees 
( A'FSr.MEj reprtAs^its'fm^r 700.000 state And Xotnl government en^ph^^ees. Thous-^ 

44nd>r-brT>iir luenihers work^^n chiltj care ^centers acros.s the country, making" 
AFSt'MK theMarge.4 single u|ii<ai of child care wiirkers \\ithin the AFLr-OIO. 

'Man^ of tlie programs in rtlivch odr^i»end>er.s \\ork recei\e Title XX funds. We are. ' 

^therefore. A itall> interested in Imth Hk* HEW. staffing standards aiW the adequacj 

^ of "funds for child eare programs/ 4 \^ " 

* \\'e commend Senators T.tjrtg and >u>mlale for .sponsoring S. 2425 and for 
scheduling early liearinp on the IhTI.^. li^gn is an excellent h^ll, and sliouUl he 
eiiaettHl quickly. • • ^ — i 

. « unii/if repi^esei^ting both* child *caxe wt>rkers and users of child care* 
facilities. ^VFSCME is concerned about the qiialll\- of child carii* services. We 
believe thi^ stalling reiiuireinents under Title XX rejisonatile, and that they 
should bi' enforced. Although states ha\e had .since Iv^. when the Federat Inter- 
agency Da^ Care ReiiUirements were first isMied, to com|jly witlt these .staAdards 
many states haVe niit Complied in thosi^.se\eu years. Additional l^iig del ay. s in 
enforcing tlie .standards are no yustiRe .d. . * ^ - * . 

^ AFS<\MK also reeoguiz*»s. h»Sst'e\'(^r. t'ltttl^^iiaujliance \\ith thesyjjfiii^HttJrnttnrn^ 



tiff 

huiy l>e ^liffiiult for nian.\ states and •that ^vTTlT?mf*fi*mtTtrnn'lISp. several un- 
di>lrabh<^ltenmti\es might ha^e to be pursued. *Tlie .states might ha\e to reduce 
th^ nujiUVr t*f children served to hHng s'taffing ratios into coxnpljance, they 
imglit lose th^ir Title XX funding due to noncompliance whieh could result in 
tJervoiin^l ln.\of1rs and service ^cutbacks, or they might have to increase fees, 
to the poiut where the ci>st of child eare might \erj well' become prohihitivje for 
many families. * i 

Cutting fiiJiO^ and/or ser\iccs make no sense at a time when inflation is pusli- 
ing uj) the cos^ ^if ihihl lare .ser\ices and when wtuiomii pressures are forving 
mure mothers intiv (be labor mar|vet. Tlie authorization of .$500 uiillion in R. 242.'i 
fi>r ihibl <'nrM ser\K*e.s is extremely* important In preventing either of tlie.se 
from oceuritig It^will go a long wa.\ t(»ward helping .t he. stntes meet ttie staffing 
standards reqnircHl by Tit U' XX. ^ , " : , 

AFSCMK also^ supports the provision of P^. 2425 that wtnild provide a 20 
percent -tax credit to pri\ate pro\iders and the equivalent of a 20 percerrt tax 
credit to iion profit and public providers for* hiring welfare recipients. RmiJi a 



measilje would tliu uavuilfef<i.4iLj:£du4ng weUafe arolls and unemployr 

ment and improving child care s€j;vice«7Din7Tir^*4U^£to^ 8 Jieanngs the Com- 
mltttee heard severtil witnesses cite *successf ul examples*s£t^ild care centers 
employing welfare recipients. » . 

Our support for the tax credit, however '^ust be' <oggi . ri o nfHl'h ^wo concerns. 
First, it is absolutely essential that the^law include i^trm*$M)rotectIo^to guaran- 
tee that welfare recipients who are hired do not dispIacT^pgularj^gj)]^^ 
They should supplement rather'than supplant regular employees, VVitn budget 
crises si>reading. the temptation may be resistable to layoff regular employees and 
hire people wlio would entitle an'employer to a tax Credit, unless there are proper 
safeguards. We could not condone a iwllcy that had such inequitable results. ^ 

Second, training must be made an integral part of any plan to hire welfare 
recipients. Well trained staff is just as important for, quality cate'as^ numbers 
«f staff, and in-service pijograms should be available for all day cfite employees. 
Training programs whicH structure in job ladders win not^ only improve the 
<tualit> of services but. also wilLl)i:ovide an opportunity for Welfare recipients 
and other day care employees to iihprove their economic well being. 
• Jn conclusion, AFSCME strongly supports S. 2425 and urges speedy action 
on the bill. " ' r 
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^ State of S&pm-gAKOTA, 
; / _M^SjOTivE Office, 

Pierre, ^ak., Qctoher 8. J975. 
Ion. Russell B. Lo>-o, , ^^^^^ 

irksen Senate Office liuilding, 
Wanliington,D.C. 

Dear Sekatob Loko. I understand that on October 8th j our Senate 
on Pinance^eld hearings on child care staffing requirement^^ as called 
Social Services Amendments' of -1074. ^ - 

You will please find enclosed^ copy of tjie letter which I recently 
members of the ^^^"tli Dakota Congressional Delegation (Senator George McGov> 
em, Senator Janits Abourezk, Congressman Lariy Pre.ssler and Congressman 
James Abdnor) askh^g that they support waivers from enforcement of, or stat- 
utory clianges to thatVsectipu of Title XX that pertains to day care, standards. 
As I indicated la the ikxer, I feel that the standards which were to have gone 
into effect on the first ofsOctober, are unreasonable and do not meet the needs 
of the South Dakota (lay can\centers. 

The purpose of this letter H to respectfully request that a copy of this letter 
and the attachment be^'included as part of the record of the hearings on this 
matter. I m also very hdpcful that you and the members of the Committee will 
see fit to adu|)t legislative Remedies so as to provide for more reasonable regula- 
tTons in thp day care center ivrea. Thank^you for the opport\mity to be heard In 
,thls matter and with every besTwish, I remain 

Sincerely, ^ ,^ > 

^ V ^ Richard F.^Kneip, 

\ . \ ' ^ Opvemor. 

Enclosure. ^^^^ 

October 1, 1975. 

Representative James Abpn'or, 

noworth Home Office BuHUin{f, 
^Vash^notGn, D.C. 

Dear .Tim : I am writing to request your assistance for the State of South 
Dakota in obtaining either waivers from enforcement of, or statutory changes to. 
Section 2062(a)(9) (A)(ii) of Public Law 03-(W7 which Is tlie section of Title 
XX pertaining to Day Ca re Standards. 

I am of the opinion that the current standards establish unreasonable and 
unnecessarily costly child-staff ratios in any day cAre facility which serves 
recipients of fedeml funds. 

■ The enforcement of these standards \\\\\ create an undue hardship on many low 
and middle income families wlfo currently finance their own day care. If these 
standards are enacted, these families will be priced out of the marl^et in relation 
to dav care facilities now capable of providing healthy and .stimulating child^care 
Such' families will be forced to develop some type of cheaper Imbysitting alter- 
native or, perhaps, seei; welfare benefits «o as to qualify for subsidized child care. 
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The enforcement'' of such stiiftdirds'also <;Aiises an unnecessary increase in 
I liability l^x this frtate, a,s\^' pay .the clifid care costs "for any working 
nily unit. Additionally, the enf orcemeht of the standards may actually 

force the ck«u re of son^e facilities. ' x * — — - • - 

I have received nuirDerous ;^uests aft^ing to the devastating ef 
standards whi^^haye pro^ftpted my letter ttvjou. I knou ^that we are both ccJn- 
cemed with J^rovW^nk high quality child caS and maintaining adequate staff ■ 
superrision, but the^position <5f such js^andaf^ .wiU'inake quality 'child care 
less available to the cUli^s of the sfbte and ^herellw^ diminish it« potehtiaLvalue, - 

Ifk closing I would reitehkfe t^U^st that you maj^e whatever §ffort"you can ' 
to forestall these *standnrds.^Vs an interim solution, INmlght suggest supportingv 
legislation that will delay imnl^s^ntation the new regulations' until such time 
as reasonable regulations ogh beN?romulgated to meet Smith Dakota needs. I 
understand Jhe provisions of *I.R. 9803 will provide.-^uch rdliell 
' I thank you for- whatever assistancesyou can give us in this matfer and with 
eve Ky best wishf I remain ' 
Sincerely, - ^ 

Richard 



Enclosure. 



„ P.S.—FoiTTour information I. am enclosing a co^y of a letter that br. Orval 
Westby, Secretary^otlhe^epintoent of Social ServiW sent to the Deprfstmenf 
of Health, Education, and Welfare people in Denver. I should also tell you iSmve 
ju5\t heard that a federal court In Louisiana issiied an ihjunction against thSiie 
standards, thereb'y stalling enforcemient ^ 



SmTKMENT BY JeaN GLASGOW 

I am Jean Glasgow, owner and director of Small Society Child Care Center^ 
in Ada Oklahoma. We are licensed by the city and State for the care of 59 
children, ages birth through twelve years. Since our facility is open 2i hours per 
(lay and 7 dayS a weejk we care for 70 to 100 children daily, " 

I have a bachelof bf arts degree in education at the undergraduate levd and 
master of social work degree from the University of Oklahoma and am accredited 
On the national lev^l for the practice of social work. I have beea^enrthe board 
of directors of the Oklahoma Child Oare Center Oji^tors Ass<^latlon/am pres- 
ently a member ^f the alliance (Okla. La. Tex. Ark. and^.^iex. DDC Operators 
4ssn.), me^ihber of tlie Natit)nal Association of Child Development and Education 
j^nd of the National Association of Social Workers at ACSW level. 
' I am the mother of two daughters and two sons.' The three older ^dult.chil- 
(Jren are all professionctl people: my oldest son a graduate of the University"of 
Oklahoma as -a physician associate and presently president-elect of the State 
n.ssociation r my oldest datighter holds an undergraduate degree in psychology 
and is presently completing her second year of graduate work in the School of 
Social Work at the University of Oklahoma ; my yougestllaughter h^ldsa degree 
in commercial art ; my youngesf "soar.is pr^ently a sophomore student at Angus* 
tana College, Sioux Falls. S.D. atf^dirfg college on Un athletic scholarship. 1 
also hav& four grandchildren ranging in age from two years to.eight years. ' 

IMie to an unfortunate first .marriage I became a single woi^ing mother froni 
tlig^Hmemyoldest son was five years of age and throughout my ' children's school 
years, ai>\v^?rMV:J;-managedto complete my gntduatfe degree during those years 
and put three children tlnoni?h-wUegejina.'?si^ted excei)t by their ability to hold 
Jobs during thehr scflool years to supplemeittTc>ttiUa£oine, and educational scholar- 
' « .^hiJ)« bn se<l oa the ir ability. • , 

rwOfk-en^;or HE\VrState-otiil{lahoma from 1957 throughlSTSiiv^UUreas of 
_socai service but primarily in areas *5f-dUl<Llyt^fare and protective services. T 
severe<l employment with* HEW fif 1973 in or<le;;t^J establish and operate a child 
^ care center .since my own children were~ grown and I enJoj^w ot-Uing directly with 
, cmidren and their Heeds. * , .v 

Functioning as ii licensifT^ ^wker wit4i HEW I probaljly .nilgTit>4iave a few-- ^ 
^5t*ars ag^ concurred Vith other professionals that an extremely high actUU/chiid 
ratiq \vould be desirable for i^)timum development of the individual child. HoW^ 
ever, l)ractical experience has tau^it me that this is nftt the;pase. Optimum child 
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<!are is received by the child the car^v^^as jyst enough children to keep 
them busy. It is only huraau.nalurev^for peoirf^Lto visit, I Iftive found m every 4n- 
stance that a sufrIus of ckregivers resulte onk in yialtlng caregivers «nd neglect- ^ 
lul child care. The caregiver^ miist be givefi??G6ttgh -responsibility to keep them 
child oriented, not losing^ight during t^ieix eight b^u^r wicjrklng periods tlmt 
their total responsibility while oh the j<>b.4.^*to fieet the needs bf t^he children 
as they arise in a pl^sant and helpful manner. Caregivers^ven too much free 
time aiid too llttler res^nslbility, naturally .turn their attenti9n to self-entertaiu- 

- ment, meeting tbfir own n^eds and the needs of the children assigned to their^ 
^ care are neglected". , "^-^ , 

Infants*and children are only sniall hunjans, they^ bave t he same need weiatger 
t "humans hate to communicate, pon-verbally -or attempts at verbalization as they^ 
reach th^ early toddler months. J\ is amazing how much they enjoy the company 
of their peers just as we do. In the nursery setting I think you are constantly 

, entranced with this innate human ability to develop peer relationships; relation- 
ships with their care givers, their parents, visitors---lt is a constant on-going 
process and it is very rewarding when we see 99% of our infants walk ^d 
verbalize at a norm preceding the average norms established for their chrono- 
logical age. In the toddler area we notice the same type progressive development 
&ue to stimulation of the peer group and a stably developed sense of independence 
and desire to achieve on their own some of our 2^ year old children and cer- 
, tainly all ty.tbe age of three years are able to participate almost totally in the 

* pre-scfiooX area^enjoying their music, art, word and number associations and 
tither table work wirh4£e.same enthusiasm and vigor dl$play«d by the -four and 

* five year old groups. Althoiigb^heir finished product Is certainly not as polished 
as their older peers they are afeW to achieve the same level of egO;SUi)port and ' 
feelingi of achievement as their old^i^peersL Actually in child c^re.you need jnst 

i enough care Ifivers to see that every chUd's physical and emotional needs are met 
as presented in a positivi:,and pleasant Manner but you must stay away from the 
"smothering'' approacI> or their normal, imtural development Is stiped as tpey 
are not allowed to make decisions for their ovhi weU being, develop adequate peer 
relationships, develop a sense of being a^eperaX^ntity and ability to determine 
^their i)ersonal pl)ysical and emotional needs. Overcare r^ults In the same "letoe 
jfettern of dependency that was forced 'upon the American Indian by herding 
them onto reservations under total government pelr^tshlp which created a 
dependency over ^ne hundred year? ago that even todik and tomorrow we are 
sefking to*break. Herding <;Jiildren into such a dependent eh^ronment wiil*create 
the same type lifestyle dependenc3fc.which cap go from genelSation to generation 
'AS it (lid witli Uie Indian child many moons ago. Is this the typ^tizfu we wish to 
dewOonLChildren must have freedom of spirit andJiOdy |o,aeyelo^r to tneir 
- ultimfltTKSnyHU^ as created by excessive adultcBlid ratlOewlU not per- 

mit this spirit iSiTtdi^dual freedom and indepecBence to develop andj)rogress aa 
/ It naturally should in Uffesnormal healthy chHd^ I . , 
\ 1 earnestly request.that senate finance committee take these develo^i^irai 
\ rights of the Americlin infan^a^d child into consideration anrnot create 
work« law to benpfit adult recli>ients> our child care facilities In the 
helping others, We are in. effect getting the cart before the horse. We must 1 
natural normal instincts of the clHW have precedent over 

people' throughoubsthe United States urgently need assist- 
ance with physical care in their own homftu In groupvhoiiiejj ; In nursing homes. 
This iseemsan excellent place to train ^andNynploy ouKAFDC mothers pf this 
nation. t)ur elderly i)^ople ^o longer need toOieibjjcemed with ^motional, spiritual 
physieiiK and intellectual development to the ext?^^th;^nfant and child must be 
nuturtHl. Our elderly citizens concept of life, 8peecIKpptt« 
long ago iKien set. Their present needs are for concern^ ] 
their physical care and emotional well-being. \ x .| 

*Ut \m leave child care in the.progrc^slve liands of thW wl\are emotionally 
and intelleciitally qualifie<l and properly trained and wliV«^*eXn<J ^^^.^r?"] 
children. U»t us not smother our children into a life style oVe.^te^jdency, stifled 
^' creativitv ami stifled iniative. Let m ^ree spirit of the c^ld th>iye, yet be 
harnesse;! in a positive manner that he may become a prodth;tlve ^happy 
individual to carry this country forward unharnessed by regimentation ^ over 
regtilation as a result of overcare, Overcare can be Justtas destruCUV^ In^many 
cases more deeply destructive than underoare. The secret is of cours\a^ In ^oq 
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parontiiig, to stay in the middle of the road, which is of course the hardest i^ace 
to stay. 

It does not appear that we need necessarily more and more extensive reseaych 
and evaluation. We ^o not need inflexible ratios pertaining to counting and 
meas\iring as controls. But, it is imperative that, we use more common sense 
, and that we not lose sight for one moment that in child care the child and his 
needs must in all instances be met in the best way possible to aid in his develop- 
ment of ego strength, physical and emotioi^al health and spiritual freedom 
within tlie accepted bounds of our society. America has done very well in child 
rearing, we will always Ifave our dropouts, deviates from the acceptable norms 
as long as there are people but let us attempt tX develop «the. majority of our 
children into adults who are able to function independently, make decisions 
and be self supporting, law abiding citizens who will continue to build tliis 
Xation progressively for a positive future. \ 

Standards of child care must be set to help eliminate ^nd control those who 
are in, or attempt to eiiter the child care ftelS who are not qualified and who 
ilQB^tcare sincerely about the individual child. But, we need standards that 
are l^ilble-fis' thfiLjQeld^of child care is >y the very nature of children and 
parents. The factor we musT^stress- in child care is good auality of care, not 
degree of quantity adult/child set ratios and, set distances between cots, and 
cribs. . ^ 



Urban League of the Pikes Peak Region, Inc.^ 

Colorado Sprinffs, Colo., Octot^r 7, 1915. 
Senator Russell Long, ^ - 

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
° Dirksen Senate Building, Wathington, D.C. " 

Dear Senator Long; As an ad;nini<?trator of a Child Care Center currently in 
compliance with the Federal Interagency Giiidelines, I thought our experience 
might be helpful to you in your delifierations. Our Center has an enrollment 
capacity of 45 children.. We operate .11 hours per day, 260 days per year. 1^-have 
enclosed some material on our px'ogram Which describes the comprehensive serv- 
ices offered to our clients. * 

Our program since its inception two years ago has aggressively pursued every 
source ©f r^enue for its operating expenses. Because we are not a "moder* 
program or a "demonstration" program, some revenue sources are closed to 
us., However, J believe our pursuit of funds has been successful and we are 
this yejjr* dpemting on a budget of $96,000, with an average <Jbst per day per 
<*1j51^^ $5.24. This figure does not include non-cash in kind which totalled over 
$12,000 during our first six months of operation in 1075. We are, however, non- 
profit, and as such have access to both cash and non-case in-kind revenu^ sources 
not accessiWo'to private day care or day care homes. As the enclosed material 
indicates, we have various revenue sources. Some of our population is eligible 
und^r Title XX and their fees are paid through the El Paso County Department 
of Sodal Services. Those low-income families not eligible through Social Serv- 
ices ^pay minimal fees on a Sliding scale whieh are then supplemented through 
the City of Colorado SpfTfigs and any other revenue sources \ve Can" find. ^ 

Although we feel fortunate in many ways because our services are compre- 
hensive, we^re adamant in the belief that aH our services are critical to our 
clients and that all child car^ centers serving low income clients should and 
ihust provide similar services. This Center employs a full ttzue salaried ataff 
of 10, 7 of whom work directly with the children all day long. Salaries constitute 
over 70% "of our budget. This is true across the country with salaries Constitut- 
ing 70~809^c of all day care costs in center.*?. The ten fuU-time employee.*? a<our 
C<»nter are pot enough to m^i either state or federal staff-child ratios, liowevi*r. 
Remember ^ we operate 11 hours per day. We must employ part time persons 
in onler to complj^^th guidelines and meet our own standanls. Currently we 
have 8 p'art-tiine persons, each averaging a couple hortrs per day. We employ 
these persons through Youth Employment Programs, Vocational Rehabilitation 
programs, work-study programs, etc. Their salaries for the most part are in-kind 
to our pr(^gram. Given an example of a *'well-funded," ''fiscally sound" program, 
let me give you an example of the wages in our program : 
Head teacher, $7,644 per year; $3.67 per hour. 

Teachers, $6,692 per year ; $3.22 per hour. * 
Assistants, $4,650 per year ; $2.24 per hour. 
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Most of our employees are single parents supporting families on the above 
earnings. Some come to us wltlx formal credentials, equalling those of pUblic 
school teachers. Others receive Intensive on-site training. Tlieir ^la^les far 
exceed the prevailing salaries In other local child care centers.^ceed! Yet It is 
clear that their earnings cannot provide them a quality life their families. The 
point I*m making is probably terribly clear by now. Kven at ^.24 a day/pet cntia, 
our program cannot afford to offer our employees a living wage,% wage commen- • 
surate with their skills and performance. ' ' . o^^^ijftnnfli 

It is critical, therefore, that child care centers and homes revive additional 
public funds to improve the quality of their programs via adequa ely t rallied and 
paid staff. Very few centers will ever comply with the federal ^jjuideUnes without 
additional funds. Colorado reached its social sen'lce celling on spending last year 
under Title IVA. This year our state, among others, is being asked to comply with 
guidelines that require additional spending, but additional 'funds arc not 

^°ThriSu^' before you are most complex. Does the federal go^^^^ 
right to issue guidelines and impose severe penalties wbUe Withholding addUlonal 
funds? Should federal guidelines supersede; state ^^^^^^^ JIJ''^^^^^}^ 
care^ Can Congress determine what staff-ojiilji raUos constitute <l"a«ty 
when child care advocates have been unabjetp do so after years of debate? Should 
programs like the Urban Leagiftf Child fare Center be denied referrals through 
the Department of Social Services 1)ecau^ohr- rates exceed other vendors? 
» I do not have the solutions to all these problems either, but I can off er some sug- 
.gestlons. Concerning the ratios: Although the trban League Child Care Center 
has compiled and will coi^tinue to comply Witfr all the Interagency 
oars Is one of the only programs In the State ^v^lqh can afford tb comply. Indeed 
thev may be too restrictive. Our program liaS Jiad good success with a 1 :5 ratio 
for 2% year old children, for Instance. Additionally small ratios do "ot guarantee ^ 
qualit^ If the teachers are inadequate. Private day care caters lij the state of 
Colorado cannot possibly afford to hire additional staff without raising their fee^ 
to the public. The public cannot afford to pay arty more than they are at present 
(care averaging $2(^2r)/week locally) In private centers, D^y care homes m 
cXrado are thl-^tenlng to cloge their doo^ to children from tHe fepartment of 
Social Services if the guidelines remain «j eAect. I feel we P^f^^^^^^ 
penalties for at least six months until the lssti*s,are further clarified through dis- 
cussion, research and public input I believe tliat you and your <^"ea^^^^^^ 
have the time, for this task and urge that HEW. with maximum input from local 
communltleT^^^^ the Islues^ would be mosf helpful if regional hear- 

ings were held under HEW auspices. / . , f, f r^uhUo . 

\^o^t Importantly I believe Congre.^ must give consideration to further puW^ 
f undine for day care with or wlthoi^ federal guidelines. Our Center has only a 
capacity for Kmjren but a waltln/ list^f 27. The nation's children hreln great 

need. . / ^ > 

Thank you for your time. - , V 

Sincerely,- Linda Buchenoreen. 

•* Chiid Care Planning Coordinator, 

Urban Lea ffuc -Child Care Center, 



Statement of the Wasiiinoton BfcsEARCii Project Action (Jouncil on FEDFjaAL 
Child Care Stat^dab^ • ^ r* 

The Washington Research Project Actlpn Council Is a P"Wic interest ibbl^ring 
n)rganlzatlon which concentrates Its activities on Issues aCfeeHhg chlldret^ and 
families. We appreciate the opportunity to submit for the Co'^'^^^^^ 
tlOn this statement in strong support of federal standards child^^aycare. We 
commend the Chairman and Senator Mondale for their commitment to t%e stand- 
- anls. which is implicit in S. 2425, and for their leadership In seeking means to 
facilitate compliance With the standards. , ,u„i*„ „«f 

The federal government has botli the authority and the respdnslblllty to set 
standards for the programs dt supports. Nowhere is this more important than Ift^ 
the area of child care. The Committee has received evidence from researchers 
and experts hi child development which Wfirns of the dangers to young eliiiaren 
when they receive Inadequate care outside of the home. The Congress yust under- 
stand that the child care which* It funds Under Title XX and other federal pr(^ 
. grams serves children, for a very major ptirt of the day— often from the time th;ey 
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awake %\ the morning until supper, and sometimes even longer. Many children 
air^ In these prugranis fur three or four years, until they st^irt to school. These 
^prograii^s are not at all the same as ttwj traditional hursery school model whete 
children leave tl'ieir homes for two. or throe hours a dsi}\ several dajs aweek. Nor 
is there any comparison between a child care program and a hospital nursery, 
were infants stay for a few days, usually with their mothers* 
^ " What happens to two> or three> or four-year olds in child care program will 
llffve a major impact on their physical,. emotional, and intellectual development 
If the program is good, if it provides the warmth, continuity, attention, and sup- 
port \>lxicli,youn« children need, the imjiact wiU be posiUye, If the program can- 
not meet these essential requirements, tlie child is at serious risk, a risk that the 
federal government must not subsidize through ^itle XX or any other program. 

The current, federal standards were not arbitrjlrily (derived. They represent the 
best informed judgment^of persons concerned with • assuring quality, child care 
programs— not just researchers a^d child psychologists but individuals with sub- 
stantial program experience as wislL They are- a result of compromise between 
persons who argued for even more strict standards, and those concerned with 
the costs of care. ' • 

The standards which appbvto Title XX child care are, for the large part, t|ie 
si\me as those standards which have been in effect since 1O68, Several changes, 
increasing the number of children per adult in school-age programs and eliminat- 
ing the requirement for educational components in every program, actually make 
tiie standanls less restrictive than they were before. The only other Change, and 
the one on.whieh all of theuresent^attention seems to focus,, Is the child-staff 
ratio for center care for children below the age of three. Congress specifically 
ordered the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to develop a standard 
f(»r care for those very young children, because none existed in the 196S rcquice- 
ments The earlier standards discouraged center*c^3re for infants and toddlers, 
and indeed, relatively little*such care is being provided at the present time. 

There is understandable concern about piftting these very young children in 
group care situations, but also a growing recognition that more families need this 
type of service because there are no better alternatives. It takes little more than 
common sense to realize that it is impossible for one adult to care for very many 
babies in diaj^ers and children who are just learning to get arou^id. The two most 
credible 'organizations which "recommend standards for'care for children under 
the age of three insist on a veb' low ratio of children to adults. The Child Weh 
fare League of .Vmorica suppprt^a ratio of 1 adult to every ,tiwo' children. The 
•iT^i?^^^^" Academy of Pe<liatrics supports one to four, the standard finally set by 
HEW There is no «?atisfactorj evidence to assure against harm to diildren which 
can justify going beyond th^ standard which has be^n established, 

(Those who express concern *about the raHo of one adult to one child under 
the age of six weeks raise a false issue. The obvi^s implication of the ratio is 
that new-borir habits should not l>e in d/iy care centers, and no evidence has been x 
presented to suggest 'that there i,? any demand for^uch care,) 

Tlie federal standards nre legitimate. They have been Affirmed by CJongress on 
three^parafe occasions. They .should not be dl.searded b^use of the current 
contro\^4iyj^nor should they be altered \Yithont carefull examinaUon of all of the 
issues invoRwl. rongress has already orderetl a comprehensive objective study 
to detcrmini» whether there is any new evidence or data»to warrant changes in 
the standanis. ^ „ ' . • ' 

Ak was jwinted out during the Committee's recent hearing on this matter 
proper standards cannot be set simply by pulling numbers out of n hat. Other 
fnctors, InrhKhng the nature of the program, the varying ages of the children 
being servod. the-prosence of children with si>ecial. needs, the setting, the role x>t 
me indivulua staff persojm and the amount of>lme they spend with the children, 
he qualifications of the .^taff, all nre important in assesahig the quality of care 




re.<?ource^ and legislative agenda, cannot begin to do. 

rnloHs and until evi/lence from the appropriateness study can support changes 
which woiild not jeopardize ohildren, the cui^rent standawls must be retained and 
enCorood. Congress and the Administration jdiould be focusing on Wys to help 
states and programs come into compliance. ^ i 
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We suggest tlmt the present situation may not be as (lire as the Committee 
und the Cvngressjiavcbeen le() to l)elie\o. It is misleading to look just at state 
licensing laws iib'the etidence of comjJiance or non-compliance. In many states, 
progr^iams supjMjrted wMh Title XX mpney' are meeting the child-staff ratios 
required by the FIDCR, even though the state, licensing laws do not require those 
ratios, lliere is absolutely- nothing in state llcehsijig laws which prohibits con- 
foriult? with more stringent standards for programs receiving federal money, 
nor is/'there any requirement that projjrams which do not receive federal money 
comply with the fe^lernl stjmdards, 'ihe FIDCR do "not replace state licensing 
laws; they are additional standards f6r certain programs: 

Clearly, the ^si is a serious factor iji a program's ability to comply with the 
federal standards. The low reimbursement rates which some states pay— three or 
four dollars a day— may not be adequate to^ pay for the staff required by the 
law. Tliose rei'ihburseiuent rates should he raised. 

However, we seriously question whether -the additional costs of meeting the' 
standards are nei-essarily as great as Congress has been led to believe, P3ven 
with relatively low reimbursement rates in some states, child care programs 
which believe in the standards are finding ways to meet,them— through* extensive 
use of volunteers (which are clearly authorised by thQ FIDCR), and by the 
creative" use of other resources such as VISTA, rosjter grandparents ^nd other 
senior citizens programs, college work-Study programs and interushii)s, and 
manpower programs.' Tlie Committee has received tesfUnonV froni suCh programs 
which do manage tD meet the standards. eYenJh.oAiglLih<Title_ XX reimburse- 



ment ^uey receive is iess ihan $5 a du>. 

We 'have reviewed the testimony which the Committee Jws received from 
Wisconsin, which suggests that othe added' costs of meetinj^the standards in 
the state would be over $1,700 per childrl)er year. In fact, aldose examination 
of the agures presented to the Committee suggests that the actual cost would be 
far less. Accepting the projected additional cost of $8,606,20 for the new stafiP 
person, that Is an added coSt for Uie care of a group of ten children (shifting 
from a 10 to 1 to a 5 to 1 tatio)^ so that the uetuaKper child cost would be 
$860--stm a significant amount, but not as much as originally suggested. Further, 
$1,000 of that cost would he for training, which can be paid with the open- 
ended trainhjgmoney already available under Title XX. Jfearly $1,800 would go 
for unexplained^^ipervisi on** costs. ' , , 

This Is not to say^that w« do not support the efforts of the sponsors of S, 2425 
to provide addltidnal nuJney to imifrovo child care programs. Availability of those 
funds would put an end to excises for failure to meet the standarda Further, 
It could Permit some states to expand eligibility for child earje, in order to brigg 
into theT)rogram more low and moderate-in(?ome families who do have aifflculty 
^meeting the entire co.sts of high quality 'caxf^ on their own. In addition, it would 
allow programs which are iow using volunteors to provide regular employment 
and trahaing for those indivimils. - , ' . % « ^.^^ . ^, 

We are particularly enthugtftstic about the incentives in S, 2425 to hire Weltore 
recipients to wprk in child care programs. It is essential that program staff 
include persons with formal training and experience in the field of early child- 
hood But Headstart and other community child ciire t)rogrtfms have proven that 
parents and other low-income persons xvithoujt traditional academic credentials 
can and do make extremely effective child care personnel. The parent, the 
family, and the program all benefit from their participation. It goes without say- 
ing that welfare recipients, like any other new staff, muist be provided adequate 
and continued training, and we would rebqmmend additi(|ial language in S, 2425 
-to require that the state agency provide that fraining with funds already author- 
ized under Sectio^ 5 of Public Law 03-647, , . , , ^ uilA 
' In conclusion, we reiterate the need ?or strong federal standards for the Qniia 
caro which public dollars buy. The Department of Health, Education and Welfare 
and state social sexyvices agencies must provide the leadership and the tech- 
nical assistance to help individual programs get into compliance with the stand- 
ards where they are not hieeting them now. We support S, 2425 and will work 
with the Committee toward its enactment. But under no circumstances should 
Congress abandon.the standards nor set about rewriting them. We cannot afford 
to do that to our children. 

■ o 
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' 1 inay l>e paid to iiny Stato for any fisciilyear under \\\\v XX 

2 oi tlie SK'lal Stunirlty Xvl. wi^h the application of tlu* provi- 

3 >Ion< <rf jwnurrapli (\) . -Itall n<»i exi-ml an 4iiiii»uiit Qi\iy\\ 
^ lo tbo- exce-*^ (if any) of — 

(A) die ainojiiu ov w'luvh meh' Stak*^ limitatiun 
l(a> THVrred t<» in <ul>-e<'ru>n (a)) i> Inerea^ed ])Hr«uani 
7 >«eh Mdt^cetion for -urli fi^c;d Vin^r over 

^ - (B) du- j^Sirr^t^iite f»f ilie anH»uni> of the grants, 

^ made iiv the State durinsr -ueh fix-a! v<-ar. to wliieh the 
provi-iMn^ of ^u^^•e^•ti^^^ (c) (1) are 'appHeahh'. 

n . {e) In applyiiiir rlie provlvious of {^imgntph (f) of 

I 

IJ wifrH^ t"i*»ii {d\ of thi- '-et tifin \N*irh rt-^peet to the fi^til year 

1 ; tr-ndiiitr -^am- '.>*k JS*T»>. ih^* fi^ire "120"" ^-hall be dcH^med 

f 

14 tobe"llu". / 

i ■ 

15 >Fr, 4. >^?"vn ;m>A t»f the Inrtniat Re\enue Code 
y» *< I9r^4| iV-iiJi;: r** am* Hint *»f f-n-dit f'»r work iucentive pro- 

* n ^^nuiu t \i*^zl^) amended — ; 
/i^ n > -tnkiiii: "Ut *ii^Mf:i<>ii (a) (0) and in-eri- 




I A I Novar>iKf>> ELt^.ir.i r kmj^t oyeks.— 
*ii*'^i/d |^-*fT?r7pii (1). the f nedit a!h»wed 
-tj 4'' "h T^{^*^f^^^^^^^f^^u\ velf^re re^ijn 
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curred hy the taxpayer during the taxable yeartto 

' an eligible'' euiployee whose services ave *hot per- 

'formed in coiiueetioii with a trade o> business of tlie 

taxpayer shall not exceed $1,000. - ^ ' . 

\ "'(B) Child d'ay care S^:rvioes KLicfigLE 

" EMPLOYEKS.— ^^'otwithstaifding.paragraph^^, the 

credit allotved^by section ^0 M'ith respect to Federal 
♦ i * 

welfare recipient employment incentive expenses 

paid or incurred by the ^xpayi^r dm*ing the taxable 

I year to an eligible eiftployee whose services 4ire perr 

fanned in connection with a child day care semces 

^ . '' 

program, conducted by the taxpayer, shall not 

i> ' 
exceed ST,000.", and 

* (2)^by adding at the end thereof the followirig-new 

subsection: 

" (e) PAV^rEXT ix Lieu of Credit to Tax Exi-^^vipt 
Organization's.— ' 
. ' "(1) In genkral.— In the case of a State, any 
politrcal snbdivi-iion thereof, any oragnij^htion de- 
\ s^riued^jn section 501 (c), which Is eXelnpt from tax 
linrier s(^'(ion r»01 (jt) for the taxable year,, thq Secretary 
^ '?hall pay to eaeli such government, subdivision, or or- , 
> ganixjition whieh filG^s a fornj -during the calendar year 
/m- the form, manner, and at the time prescribed by 
'the' Secretary or his delegate by regiilations, an amount 

■ " ■ . , -15 • : 



(Tcteyinned under paragrai^b, .(2)1 The i^erretary ^hj^l 
make >iicli .payment a.s sgon as p<>>m1)]o ajtertlie receipt 
of sudi form, ' ' ' ' ' - ' 

^ '^(2) Amount or pavmbnt.— The ';iinount pay- 
able to a State, subdivision, or (irganizarion (hereafter 
referred to as 'tax excmpi entities'), under, siik^ecjion (a)'^ 
for' the calendar year ijkill bp equal t(>fthe anjouuf of^. 
credit Avliich such tax e.xenipt '(^ivtitieTv^'Ould, if they Avere 
liable for tax^mder this'cfiaptei\ be allowed und^r S(5e- 
tion 40, determined under scctioirs oOA jYikI oOB dis- 

regardhig para<?raphs (2) throngh (5) of >ecti<'in 50A 

^ ^ ' \ . 

(a)^or Federal^ \\elfare rceipKiit einploynuut incentive 

tit ^ ' 

expense^ paid or incurred by such eutity difriiig such 

year t^ *an eligible employee whose services are per- 
fonyed in connection jyi^ a d{iy enre ser\nces pro- 
gram of sueh'/^ntity. ' 

f (:5)^'Ki:p.vy>jknt.— If an entity whjch receives 

f 

a f>aynient under iTJiragi*aph (1) take^ any aeti(m 
/* ' , 

which would result' in -an increase of it<^ tax finder 

- suhseetion (c) 'or (d) of section oOA if <ucli ('ntity 

• were liable* fo/^tax under tir^ chapter, tlicn ?1icb entity 

"shall he' liahle> to the f>ecretar\' or his delegate for an 

\ jimouut" equal to ihe increased anioinU of ^tax which 

'woiild be imposed under «;nch subsections. 

\ /'(4*); TrFvVTMknt'as.ovkkpaymknt ok tax.— 



